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gram expiration date of June 30, 1977. 
In order for Insurance to be written after 
June 30, 1977, congressional oversight 
and extension of underwriting authority 
will be required. This is a spuiid provision 
which will avoid artificial constraints 
Imposed by undeterminable measures of 
demand for fiood insurance. 

Second. Deadlines for local acceptance 
and — the implementation of conditions 
to be applied in the case of nonparticipa- 
tion — have been extended. The proposed 
new dates acknowledge the delays al- 
ready experienced and make the pro- 
gram Implementation schedule more 
realistic ; and 

Third. Specific procedures are pro- 
vided to insure participation by private 
citizens and local officials and to guaran- 
tee full review and appeal lii the deter- 
minations to be made by the Secretary. 

I consider all of these substantive 
changes to be in the best Interest of the 
program and urge enactment of the bill. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
Barretx) . 

(Mr. BARRETT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
Wholehearted support of H.R. 8449, the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 
as amended. With enactment of this 
legislation, we will have, for the first 
time, the tools necessary to establish a 
truly effective national flood disaster 
protection program. A program which, 
once the provisions of this legislation are 
fully implemented, will result in net sav- 
ings of a substantial amount to the 
Federal Government. 

Section 110 of this bill, dealing with 
appeals from determination of the Fed- 
eral Insurance Administrator, was the 
subject of more testimony, discussion, 
coordination, and committee debate 
than any other provision in the bill — 
both in this body and in the Senate. 
I believe that the appeals provisions that 
finally resulted represent a major ac- 
complishment which, while doing full 
justice to the legitimate interests of 
communities and Individuals who may 
feel aggrieved at a particular determina- 
tion of the Administrator, permits an 
effective and efficient administration of 
the flood Insurance program. 

I believe that section 110 is respon- 
sive to the major objections that have 
been raised concerning this legislation. 
It consolidates the appeals procedures 
earlier voted on the House floor into a 
more equitable, comprehensive, and 
manageable format — one which, while 
carefully protecting the interests of those 
affected, avoids the pitfall of permitting 
those unnecessary delays and self-inter- 
ested procrastinations which would make 
the flood insurance program unworkable. 

thi^, tlJ,at one. other provision in 
this iegislatldn also deserves special men- 
tion. Section 208 of the amended legisla- 
tion permit the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development to set interest rates 
with respect to PHA mobile homes loans 
at levels needed to meet the current 
mobile home loan market. As a practical 
matter, low cost new housing — that is. 


housing which a lower income family 
can afford to purchase without subsidy, 
means a mobile home in today’s housing 
market. Until bur housing' subsidy pro- 
grams again become operational, it is 
essential that credit at affordable rates 
remain available for the purchase of 
mobile homes by such families. Section 
208 would make this possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I most strongly urge the 
prompt enactment of this legislation, 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Dakota (Mr. Abdnor) . 

(Mr. ABDNOR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Senate amendment to the 
Small Business Act. The bill to which 
this amendment was added in the Senate 
deals with disaster protection. This 
amendment addresses itself to a single 
disaster. A disaster that is perhaps more 
familiar to. millions of Americans than 
any similar incident in our history be- 
cause of the media coverage accorded it 
due to the romantic nature of its histori- 
cal setting. To my knowledge, no single 
destruction of property nor transgres- 
sion of rights has been so publicized as 
that which took place in my district, on 
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in South 
Dakota between the dates of February 
27, 1973, and May 8 of this year. It is 
most apt to refer to what happened at 
Wounded Knee as a disaster. Much has 
already been said about the damage that 
has been done to respect for order and 
the rule of law on Indian Reservations 
and elsewhere. Less emphasis, however, 
has been given to the physical destruc- 
tion which occurred when armed mili- 
tants occupied the small community of 
Wounded Knee, forcibly occupying 
churches, a museum and trading post 
and private residences there, and during 
and at the end of the confrontation 
burning and destroying that property. 
That which was destroyed was in many 
cases the sole possession of its owner. 

This amendment, through the Small 
Business Administration’s natural disas- 
ter program, would provide innocent vic- 
tims who suffered losses through no fault 
of theirs some relief. To better appreciate 
the need for this legislation, allow me 
to put this “disaster” in its proper con- 
text. Just over a year ago there was an- 
other disaster and great destruction of 
property — destruction of the taxpayers 
property — that took place when militant 
members of the American Indian Move- 
ment occupied and wrecked the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs Building here in Wash- 
ington. The damage coming from that 
disaster has been cited at over $2 million. 

That is the damage to the BIA build- 
ing, the lost records and the artifacts 
which the militants took or destroyed. 
They were not punished, however, 
rather they were paid tax dollars to go 
on their way. These were not South 
Dakota Indians for the most part, and 
not, for the most part, even reserva- 
tion Indians. But they did take the Fed- 
eral payment of over $60,000 and many 
of them ended up at Wounded Knee. 
Having met with such success in Wash- 
ington, these militants resumed their 


ways of destruction. In this case, how- 
ever, what they destroyed was not Gov- 
ernment property, however, but prop- 
erty which in most cases belonged to In- 
dian citizens in and near Wounded Knee. 
Indian citizens who were property own- 
ers and who were earning their own 
livings. These were people who were suc- 
cessful, people who followed the pattern 
that billions of dollars have been spent 
to promote by the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs and other Government agencies 
who attempt to upgrade the economic 
and social standing of our Indian popu- 
lation. 

No wealthy people resided at Wounded 
Knee. Life there was simple, and ma- 
terial goods were scarce: nonetheless, 
when militant, armed members of the 
American Indian Movement, and their 
supporters entered ttie community and 
sealed it off from the rest of the world, 
the owners of these possessions con- 
tinued to believe that they could expect 
protection of their property and civil 
rights. This they did not receive. Be- 
cause they did not receive police pro- 
tection which was so desperately needed, 
and the need for which was so evident, 
the few possessions many of the people 
in Wounded Knee had were lost. The 
destruction was wrought at the hands of 
lawless men who proclaimed their con- 
tempt for our Government, it is, of 
course, with these lawless parties that 
the ultimate responsibility for the losses 
lie. This is of little comfort, however, to 
those who lost their possessions — their 
homes and their cattle herds that rep- 
resented a life’s hard work on the rugged 
plains of the Pine Ridge Reservation. 
The responsible renegades are now scat- 
tered. and in most cases are judgment 
proof. Their many sympathizers who 
helped prolong the confrontation have 
not come forward to make whole those 
who lost so much. 

While the destruction — destruction 
many of us helplessly witnessed on our 
television screens — was not the result of 
action of our Government, it was, to a 
degree a result of the inaction of our 
Government. 

■ I have talked with Indian ranchers 
near Wounded Knee who found that 
their herds were being raided and that 
their homes and families were being 
threatened by the outlaws at Wounded 
Knee; when they asked U.S. Federal 
marshalls to protect them and their 
property, the Marshals replied that they 
could give no help because those ranchers 
were in the “demilitarized zone” which 
surrounds the community of Wounded 
Knee. With no choice but to flee for their 
lives, these people watched their homes 
burn and their cattle herd scattered and 
destroyed. These people are Indians who 
worked long and hard to break from the 
patterns of unemployment and depend- 
ency which are so prevalent on our res- 
ervations even today. ’They saw all that 
they had destroyed, as Federal “law en- 
forcement” officials looked on. All, I 
might add, in spite of the willingness of 
local law enforcement officials to enforce 
the law and protect property rights. 

The Federal policy, of course, was jus- 
tified as being one designed to avoid 
bloodshed and loss of life and limb. Al- 
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though some of the insm-gents were even- 
tually kliled by gunfire, and Federal of- 
ficers we rts wounded and crippled in the 
flrefights tStt^at eventually took place, we 
can specola’^e that the restrained policy 
of Federal c^cials prevented some un- 
neeessarj^ suffering and death. This is of 
little comfort, \however, to those who 
found th.emselvM homeless, and found 
their lifer’s saving to have gone up In 
smoke. A 

Now, we have an^pportunity to com- 
pensate in part those who lost so much. 
They can never be cWpensated in full 
for the suffering and tVror they exiperi- 
enced, twit by this amtodment we can 
provide them with parents for the 
losses of property they experienced. The 
exact amoimt required ro fund this 
amendment is unknown. BuWt cannot be 
great. The population of Wounded Knee 
is only lesis than 100. Ranchersisurroiond- 
Ing the s,rea lost cattle and hVd fences 
and buildings destroyed, but\ this is 
sparcely settled country and tha actual 
numbers are few. \ 

But to those few who are involved, this 
bill is everything. Imagine what' this 
compensfitlon wUl do to restore c<infl- 
dence in Gfovernment for those who suf- 
fered losses and those who observe tlilar 
pitiful plight. Given this opportunlW 
during tJiis Christmas season, we mus\ 
take advantage of it and, in part, right', 
a serious wrong. 

Mr. WlDNAll,. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from South Dakota 
for his comments. I am sure that the 
Congress will, in the future, do -jirhat 
should bes done to correct the situs, tlon 
out in his area. 

Mr. Speaker, I hove no further re- 
quests for time. y 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have nd 
further requests for time. J 

The SPEAKER. The question is on me 
motion offered by the gentleman iDom 
Texas (Mr. Patman) that the House sus- 
pend the rules and agree to the resolu tion 
CH. Res. 753) . / 

The qtestion was taken; ancy (';wo- 
thlrds ha’dng voted in favor thertof ) the 
rules were suspended and th^ resolu- 
tion was agreed to. j 

A motion to reconsider was Jaid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEA^ 

Mr. PitTMAN. Mr. I^eaker, I ask 
unanimous consent tha/ all Members 
may have 5 legislative imys in which to 
revise and extend theii/ remarks on the 
resolution just agi’eedAo. 

The SE'EAKER. Isihere objection to 
the requeit of the gerufleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 


SECOND ANNUAL REPORT ON 
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY /VND 
HEALTH— MESSAGE PROM THE 
PRESU^EN'y OF THE UNITED 
STATES (Hf DOC. NO. 93-65) 

The SE'EAKER laid before tlie House 
the folloiving message from the P)’esi- 
dent of 1#le United States: which was 
read, anii, together with tlie accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Com- 
mitted on Education and Labor and or- 
dered printed with illustrations: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

It was just three years ago ttiat I signed 
into law the Occupational Saf^y ai 
Health Act of 1970. Since that time, 
have made si(snlficant progre® toward 
our goal of a safe and heal thy workplace 
for every worker in America./ 

Today, I am submitting /the second 
President’s Report on pcoupational 
Safety and Health, outliniiig the activi- 
ties which have taken pla^e under that 
new Act in calendar yfar 1972. The 
achievements of that year Indicate that 
tlie goals of the Act are/becomlng reali- 
ties. / 

For example, many/states have de- 
veloped oi’ are now in the process of de- 
veloping their own (/rcupational safety 
and health plans in Accordance with the 
Act. As these plaM are approved and 
carried out, enfoccement will begin to 
.sliift from the l^deral Government to 
tlie States with ito loss in effectiveness. 

Because pubjm coojieration is vital to 
the success of the program, I am gratified 
by the suppoM which has been extended 
to this program by the news media, by 
the professions, and by the general pub- 
lic. I am p^icularly pleased to note the 
cooperation and support which industry 
and la^' organizations have given to 
these erorts. 

The ybreadth and complexity of the 
Occumtional Safety and Health Act have 
‘^inevi/ably made it the focal point for 
’controversy and criticism. I believe, how- 
^er, that such criticism can be helpful 
a\/ve work to Improve our programs and 
aA we modify and update its standards 
iq regulations. 

, j.nis year’s report includes preliminary 
/dataXfrom the first occuisational injury 
and Illness survey conducted under the 
new i^ord-keeplng procedures required 
by theVAct. This data will be helpful in 
providing a basis upon which to judge 
the effmiveness of our efforts to re- 
duce wora-related injuries. Illnesses and 
fatalities.' 

This refcort also reflects the added 
emphasis which has been placed on oc- 
cupational health during the past year. 
Research inuhis area has increased in 
response to mgrowing awareness of the 
tragic toll tala(;n by employee exposure 
to toxic substances and unhealthful 
physical environments 

Also Included re the first report of the 
Occupational Sawty and Health Review 
Commission, a wholly independent agen- 
cy created by the ./mt (;o adjudicate cita- 
tions and proposedXpenalties issued by 
the Department of iJ^bor when they are 
contested by employer^i and employees. 

This detailed accouiit provides a use- 
ful overall viev/ of theprogram and its 
accomplishments in ID'fe. It offers, too, 
a glimpse of what lies alfead as we work 
to assure safe and healthful working con- 
ditions for all of our cou^^t^y’s working 
mm and women. 

Richard Nixon. 

The White House, J)ecemiier 20, 1973. 

ii-NNOUNCElMENT BY THQ CHAIR 

The SPEAK13R. Thfj Chair Wshes to 
amounce that the House wilU proceed 
with the consideration of conference re- 
ports on appropriation bills, and to do 
so on all of those whicii are ready, before 



House goes to any other legislative 
iiness. 


,ENCE REPORT OiCh.R. 11575^ 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSIF AP- 
PROPRIATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 

1974 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to the order of the Hou.se on yesterday, I 
call up the conference report on the bill 
(H.R. 115751 making ajjpropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1974, and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers be 
read in lieu of the repoi t. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEA.KERs Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

(For conference report and statement, 
see proceedings of the House of Decem- 
ber 19, 1973.) 

Mr. MAHON (during the residing) . 
Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the statement of 
the managei's be dispensed with, since 
it is rather extensive. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

GENI31AL LEAVE 

Mr. MAHGN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may be permitted to revise and extend 
their remai-tn on the conference r^xirt 
oir the defense appropriations bill, and 
I also ask unanimous consent th^ all 
Members be permitted to include extra- 
neous exceripts, and I ask unanimous 
consent for myself to also include tables 
relating to this conference report. 

The SPEAICER. Is tliere objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, in consid- 
ering a bill of any magnitude, one ought 
to take into consideration the fiscal pic- 
ture confronting the United States. In 
considering a bill of the magnitude of 
the defense appropriations bill, it is very 
important to look at Ihe entire fiscal 
situation corfronting the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, we did that in the formu- 
lation of the Defense conference report 
which is before us. I think, therefore, it 
might be of Interest for me to capsule 
what the fiscal situation is from the 
standpoint of the Federal Treasiu'y. 

There were many predictions at the 
beginning of this session and at different 
times during the session as to what the 
Congress might do in relation to the 
present January budget, and the sup- 
plemental budget estira.ites of the Pres- 
ident of NovemberlS. 

CONCaSESS EISOUCES APPBCiPKIATIONS BILLS 

It is now apparent since we have 
agreed in conference on all appropriation 
bills that in this session of Congress on 
all appropris.tion bills we have reduced 
the President’s request by $3 billion. 
It is rather a notable thing that this 
marks the 2 1st year that the Congress 
has not exceeded the Ehesident's budget 
in approprialion bUls. 

Now, as the Members know, about 40 
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percent of spending is represented by ex- 
penditures mandated through legislation 
other than appropriation bills. Budget 
authority becoming available automati- 
cally under permanent legislation for the 
social insurance trust funds, interest on 
the debt, and general revenue-sharing 
accounts for the lion’s share of this 
spending. 

THE REVISED NOVEMBER 15 BUDGET 

The President in his updated budget 
on November 15 estimated' that the 
spending for this year would be about 
$270 billion, including $0.6 billion in 
spending related to the budget amend- 
ment providing assistance to Israel. 

The Executiye had made a number of 
erroneous projections as to the fiscal 
situation. In other words, a very bad 
guess was niade with respect to interest 
on the public debt. The interest on the 
public debt skyrocketed to a ve^ much 
higher figure than had been anticipated. 
And,, there were certain other increased 
costs. So, there were some black aspects 
to the picture. ' 

But revenues as of November 15 were 
estimated to be about $14 billion greater 
than had been estimated last January, 
so this was a plus. 

But now in view of the energy crisis 
and the possible slowdown of the econ- 
omy, it may be that this estimate may 
prove to be a bit too high. 

SPENDING impact OF CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS 

With respect to all spending in ap- 
propriation bills and in nonappropria- 
tion niea^res and' In mandated spending 
otherwise— and I am talking of spend- 
ing now,' hot appropriations — with re- 
spect to all spending of the Federal Gov- 
ernment for fiscal year 1974, it now ap- 
pears that spending will be approxl- 
■ mately at the level of $270 billion, as 
estimated by the President on November 
15 of this year. 

Now, there is a caveat to that. If Con- 
gress today or tomorrow provides for the 
increased social security payments, that 
will add $1 billion above the President’s 
budget. If the energy bill, which provides 
for certain mandatory benefit payments 
to unemployed workers. Is approved by 
Congress today or tomorrow or before 
we adjourn, that will add another one- 
half billion dollars. 

So it would appear, Mr. Speaker, that 
based upon the President’s November 
estimate, spending may exceed that fig- 
ure by about $ 1 V 2 billion, which cer- 
tainly, In the context of the magnitude 
of Federal spending, is not too uncom- 
plimentary of the Congress. 

Of course, I think we must all agree 
that the executive and the legislative 
- branches of the Government have in 
m^'^y instances been overspending in re- 
cent years. Including this year, and there, 
are many of us who have opposed many 
of these spending programs. 

Nevertheless, the total picture as to 
the actions of the administration and 
the Congress is about as I have stated. 

Mr,_ GBOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
..gentleman yield? 

' Mr. MASOlSr. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, that figure 
representing the estimated spending Is 


considerably above the estimate as of last 
January, is it not, when the budget was 
submitted? 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the esti- 
mate of spending as of last January was, 
as the gentlemen will remember, $268.7 
billion. As a result of the incresise in the 
Interest on the debt and as a result of 
congressional addons, as well as other 
matters, the President in his revised es- 
timate in November estimated that the 
spending figure would be increased from 
$268.7 billion to about $270 billion. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I assume 
the gentleman is taking into considera- 
tion the $1 billion that was impounded 
and, according to what was stated this 
morning in the newspaper, has now been 
l*Gl6d<S&d 

Mr. MAHON. That figure should be 
taken into consideration. Insofar as I 
know, this does not negate the state- 
ments I have just made. However, the 
gentleman has raised a valid point. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, has the gentleman heard 
the reports that I have heard that the 
Office of Management and Budget is 
having difficulty with the 1975 budget, 
to wit, holding it at $300 billion? 

Mr. MAHON. I have heard it said with 
considerable authority that the budget 
will undoubtedly go up. The President 
submitted a budget for fiscal year 1974, 
I believe, $19 billion above fiscal year 
1973. If the budget should go up another 
$19 billion in this coming year, it will be 
pushing toward the $300 billion figure. 
However, I would hope that the fiscal 
year 1975 budget which will be submitted 
in January or soon thereafter will be 
under $300 billion. 

However, it is a very serious and sob- 
ering aspect of our political life that our 
budgets tend to get larger from year to 
year. Somehow or other we have to do a 
better job of dealing with this problem 
than we have in the past. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to place in 
my remarks at this point a well prepared 
statement with regard to the budget 
situation, and a table setting forth the 
appropriations business of the session: 
Congressional Action on the Fiscal Year 
1974 Budget 

I. HIGHLIGHTS 

Appropriation Bills Reduced in Excess of 
$3.0 Billion 

Congress, In its actions on appropriation 
bills, reduced budget requests tor fiscal year 
1974 in excess of $3.0 billion. 

A Standoff on Total Spending 

It seems rather clear at this point that 
completed congressional action at the con- 
clusion of this session will result in about 
a standoff with the revised Executive budget 
estimate for total spending of $270 billion. 
But if Congress before adjournment ap- 
proves the proposed Social Security Increases 
and approves the mandatory unemployment 
benefit provisions of the energy legislation, 
that would add about $1.5 billion to the 
$270 billion. 

II. CONGRESS REDUCES APPROPRIATION BILLS 
FOR 1974 

The $3.0 billion congressional reduction of 
the budget in appropriation bills includes 
the effect of the conference agreements on 
the Defense, Foreign Assistance, and the 
1974 Supplemental Appropriations Bills. It 
is a remarkable fact that with these actions 


Congress will have reduced the budget 
through the appropriations process in each 
of the last 21 years. 

House and Senate Action on Appropriation 
Bills 

House-approved appropriation bills for 
fiscal year 1974 were under the budget by 
$3.5 billion. Senate -approved appropriation 
bills for fiscal year 1974 were under the 
budget by $2.6 billion. 

. Priority Setting in Appropriation Bills 
The total figures on congressional action 
on appropriation bills reflect literally thou- 
sands of changes in the budget, both in- 
creases and decreases. But it is easy to see 
that Congress did set priorities through the 
appropriations process. The largest increases 
were $1.4 billion on the Labor-Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare bUl and about $440 mil- 
lion on the HUD-Space-Sclence-Veterans 
bill. The largest decreases were about $3.5 
billion for Defense and $1.2 billion for For- 
eign Asststance. 

III. TOTAL SPENDING FOR FISCAL 1974 
The President’s January estimate for total 
Government spending was $268.7 billion. On 
November 15 that figure was revised upwards 
to $270 billion. 

The revised November 15 outlay estimate 
Included the effect of the following and 


.other developments; 

(In billions) 

1) Budget amendment for assistance 

to Israel +$0.6 

2) Congressional Increases +2.9 

3) Significant Increases In uncontrol- 

lables : 

Interest on the debt +2.9 

Medicaid cost Increases +.6 

Disaster assistance +.6 

4) Significant decreases in uncontrol- 

lables : 

Outer Continental Shelf rents 
and royalties (offset against 

outlays —2. 9 

Farm price supports —1.2 

Sale of financial assets — . 9 

Stockpile sales — . 9 


Impact of Congressional Actions 
on Spending 

During the session the President has signed 
into law legislation including certain con- 
gressional additions to the budget. The No- 
vember 15 estimate of $270 billion included 
$2.9 billion in congressional Increases. Since 
November 15 the net effect of completed Con- 
gressional action on the budget has been a 
reduction of about $100 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1974. So, actions by Congress to 
date have not exceeded the $270 billion figure. 

There are pending, however, certain non- 
appropriation bills that would mandate 
spending of more than $2 billion — most sig- 
nificantly the Social Security Increases and 
the unemployment provisions of the energy 
legislation. Pending legislation will carry over 
to next session, and it may be that much 
of it will be enacted. It should be made clear, 
however, that such increases would be over 
and above the $270 billion. 

IV. SPENDING INCREASES IN NONAPPROPRIATION 
BILLS 

Spending was, of course, reduced through 
congressional action on appropriation bUis. 
The spending increases that resulted from 
congressional action have been due to actions 
on nonappropriation bills. Significant ex- 
amples of such actions are Included in the 


following list: 

(In millions) 

Food stamp amendments (P.L. 93-86) _ +724 
Repeal of “bread tax” (P.L. 93-86) — +400 
Federal employee pay raise, Oct. 1, 

1973 (S. Res. 171) +358 

Welfare — medicaid amendments (P.L. 

93-66) — ^ +122 
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Unemplojuieiit beaeflts extension 

(Pi. 83-53) +116 

Veterans national cemeteries (P-L. 93- 

43) +110 

Social Security — ^liberalized Income 
exemption (Pi. 93-66) +100 


V. BCAMATIC IHCBEA3E XN SEVEUtJES 

The most dramatic Silft In the budget 
has been on the revenue aide. The President 
has revlsisd his $266 billion January esti- 
mate by $14 billion up to $270 billion. This 


turn of events wiped out the original Unlfled 
Budget deficit of $12.7 bUllon projected In 
January. The November 16 budget revisions 
Indicate a balanced unified budget for fis- 
cal 1974, reflecting a federal frmds deficit 
of $15 billion, offset by a trust fund sur- 
plus of $15 bmion. 

VI. WORD OF CAUnON 

It is clear from the figures I have cited 
that the budget is subject to constant, some- 
times sharp, change, even without considcr- 


20, 1973 

Ing the actkms of Cor^gress. As a result of 
econmnic conrUtlons Interest payments on 
the debt alo:ie went up as much as the net 
congresslonait increase to spending. And the 
$14 billion iwlng in revenues dwarfs the 
$1.3 bUlion net change In total spending es- 
timates during the year. 

What should concern tis all is the possible 
budget Imptnt of the economic slowdown 
many are predicting. Plsoal year 1974 is by 
no moans ovnr, and a balanced Unified Bud- 
get is not yet a fact. 


ACTIOfIS ON BUDOET ESTIMATES OE NEW BUDGET (OBU(iATIONAL) AUTHORITY CONSIDERED IN APPROPRIATION BILLS, 93D CONG., 1ST SESS.— REVISED TO DEC. 20, 1973 

[Does not iijd J^e any back-door lype budget or spentling authority in legislative bills; or arty permanent (Federat or trust) authority, under earlier or permanent law,i wiBrout further or annual action 

by theCougrE:s| 


House actlorrs Senate actions Final action 


_,,, , Budget reguests Seported by Approved by Comparel with Budget requests Approved by Comps red with Heported by Conrpa red with 

Biu and fiscal year considered committre House budget requests considered Senate budget lequests cenference budget requests 


A. Bills for&cel 1974; 

1. Legislative (H.R. 6691) 

2. A^uBqne-Enviromnental 

and (RMsumer Protection 

3. 01.1, KlS . 

District of Columbta (Ped- 

eral funds) (H.R. 8658) 

4. Transpet&tion (ll.R. 8780) , 

5. HUO-SEwce-Science-Vet- 

eramffl.R. 8325) 

6. Labor-HEW(H.R. 8877) 

7. Interior (H.R. 8917) 

8. State -Justice -Commerce - 

Jwlieiaiy (H.R. 8916) 

9. Public Works— AEC (H.R. 

8947)... 

10. Treasury-Postal Service - 

Gonefal Government ^.R. 
9590) 

11. Defense (H R. 11575) 

12. Assistance (H.R. 

13. Military Censiruction (H.R. 

11459).. 

14. Special Resolution, Gold Oe- 

valuatioi<H.J.R. 748) 

15. Supplemental (H.R. 11576).. 


5566,945,389 

9,519,550,600 

432,998,000 
« 2. 892, 732, 006 

18.617.453.000 

31.544.954.000 
2,274,431,300 

4,235,080,003 

4.757.469.000 

5.073.345.000 

77.250.723.000 

6.866.567.000 

2.944.980.000 

r 2,250,000, 000 
l,428,rao,218 


$550. 044, 940 

$550, 044, 940 

-$16.900, 449 

$677, 150,959 

$640,558,952 

-$3G, 592,007 

$605,189,933 -$71,961,026 

9 , 335 . 750,600 

9,385, 737,600 

-133,813, 000 

9,519,550,600 

10. 176, 926, 500 

+657, 375,900 

9,927.667,000 +408,116,400 

427.717,000 
'2,752, 631,005 

427,717,000 -5,281,000 

5 2,753,231,006 -139,501,000 

432, 998, 000 
*3, 010,732,006 

417, 717,000 
2,959, 351,006 

-15, 281,000 
-51,381,000 

417,717,000 -15,281,000 

2,898,446,006 -112,286,000 

19.070.954. 00 J 
32, 81$, 467, 000 
2, 269. 554, 20i) 

19.070.954.000 4-453,501,000 

32.816.467.000 1 1, 271, 5KI, 000 

2,269,554,200 -4,87;M00 

18. 817. 453. 000 

31.549. 953. 000 
2,370,367,300 

19,118,373,963 -L500, 9;!0, 063 
33,396,379,000 -fl, 846, 126,000 
2,488,773,700 +118,405,400 

19, 0!i€, 500, 000 +439, 047, 000 

32, 925, 796, 000 +1, 376, 843. 000 
2,443,137,200 , +72,769,900 

4,150.113, 005 

4. 152, 946. 000 

-82, 134, 000 

4,522,901,000 

4, 459, 478, 250 

-63, >122, 750 

4, 46$, 012, 000 

-56. 889, 000 

4, 671. 695, 000 

4, 676,395,000 

-81, 074, 000 

4,757,469,000 

4.772,982,000 

+ 15,:il3,0OO 

n. 749. 103,000 

-S.066. 000 

4, 843. 698, 000 
7MO$,309,003 

4,844,723,000 -228.622,000 

74, 101, 309, 000 -3, 149, 414, 900 

5,373,345,000 

77,250,732,000 

5. 123, 352, 000 
73, 264, 627, 000 

-249, !«3, 000 
-3. 896, ‘«0, 000 

5.233,189,000 -148,156,000 

73, 714. 130, 000 -3, 535, 793, 000 

[,833. 912,003 

5,833,912,000 -1,032,655,000 

6,992,917,000 

5, 593, 440, 000 

-1,399,477,000 

5, 780, 434, 000 -1, 2R 483, 000 

2, 609, 090, OOO 

2,609,090,000 

-335,810,000 

2,944,900,000 

2.670,972,000 

-273,i»28, 000 

2, 658, 361, 000 

-286,039,000 

♦ 2,203, 000.003 
], 432,685,713 

> 2,203,000,000 
1,433,035,718 

-47,000,000 
-L4, 241), 500 

‘2,250,000,000 

1,534,183,886 

♦ 2,203,000,000 
1,888, 425,386 

-47.1100.000 

+354,;>41.500 

« 2. 203. m, 000 -47. 000, 000 

1, 703, 125, 381 +168, 941. 509 


Total, biUs lor fiscal 1974, 

to date. .170,655,933,513 167, 123,651,464 167,128,116,464 - 3, 527,825!, 049 171,804,643,751 169,174,355,857 -2, 630, ;»7, 894 168,784,107,525 -3,020,236.226 


B. Bills for fisiml 1973: 


1. Urgent Supplemental (H.J. 

Res. 49^ 1,366,803,000 494, 800, 000 > 1, 368, 600, 000 -f t, 800,000 1,366,800,000 1,368,600,000 -LI, 1100, 000 1,368,500,000 +1,800,000 

2. 2d Supplemental (H.R.7447, 

vetoeiO (3,162,880,434) [ 2 , 855, 542, 209] (2,855,542,2091 [-307,3.38,2251 [3,607, 105,5041 [3,699,239,2791 +92,133,775] [3,362,845,279] [- 244 , K 0 , 225] 

3. 2dSupGies»ntal{H.R.9055). 3,607,105,504 3,362,845,279 3,362,845,279 -244,260,225 3,607,105,504 3,362,845,279 -244, LBO, 225 3,362,345,279 -244,260,225 


TotiL bills for Bsc.al 

1973 . 4,973,985,504 3,857,645,279 4,731,445,279 -242,460,225 4,973,905,504 4,738445,279 -242, >60, 225 4,731,145,279 -24i!, 460, 225 


C. Cumulative betels fortbe session 


to date: 

1. House 175,629, 844,017 170,981,296,743 171,859,561,743 - 3,770,282,274 ... . .. .. 

2. Senate. 1 . .. — ....,176,778,549,256 1/3,9115,801,136 -2, 87:., 748, 119 

3. Enacted 173, 515, .i52, 804 -3, 261!, 696, 451 


• The Budgrit for 1974, as submitted Jan. 29, 1973, tentatively estimated tolal new budget 
authority for 1974 at $238,029,000,000 gross ($256,761,000,000 net of some $31,268,000,000 inter- 
fund and intr^igovernmental transactions and certain sr-called proprietary receipts handled as 
offsets for budget summary purposes only). Of this total, an estimated $146,477,000,000 does not 
require curren': action by Congress; it involves so-called permanent appropriations such as interest, 
and various tni« funds, adready provided for In ether basic laws. The remainder, $172,820,000,000 
is for consider ition at this session (mosBy in the appropriation bills). About $8,600,000,000 of the 
$172,820,000,(100 was shown in the January budget as br ingfor later transmittal for supplemental 

■ DEFENSE APPEOI'RIATJONS BILL 

As I S8.id, in determining our actions 
on the Dfsfense bill wc did taAe into con- 
sideration the iiscal situation and we 
also took Into consideration the mili tary 
needs ol the Nation and the security ol 
the country. 

I could talk to you at very great ie ngth 
about wb.at we did in the Defense bill. 

Tliere were not hundreds but thousands 
of issues involved when ' you get down 
to each s.nd every Item that was btsfore 
us in the consideration of this measure. 

Let me say we have reduced the total 
funding available by about $3 billion. 

The new budget obllgational authority 
reduction is $3,535,793,000, but soir.e of 
this reduction, $503,300,000, is offset by 
the reapjwopriatlon or reapplication of 


requirements under present law, new legislation, and allowances for contingencies and civUian 
pay raises, and $49,534,408 of the remainder requires legislative reauthorizatioin througli 
various annual authorization bills or wfaere the authorization expires pt riodfcaliy. 

^ $873,800,000 was added on the House floor as a committee amentiment and was covered by 
z budget estimate. 

* Not to exceed. 

s Includes $90,360,000 in advance 19^ appropriations. 


funds heretofore provided. So I will not 
undertake to go into too great detail 
ail this time. It will fill be explained In 
tlie table I will insert In the Record. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 

A total deduction of $331,604,000 was 
made in the request.'; for military per- 
sonnel. Tlie amoimt artpropriated is $22.- 
374,996,000. For the miost part, the posi- 
tion of the House with regard to specific 
personnel reductions made by the House 
was upheld In the conference. The House 
receded on proposed reductions in the 
movement of household goods to Alaska 
and Hawaii and the consolidation of 
chaplain schools. The Senate receded in 
areas, such as reductions in graduate 
training, in the number of career coun- 
selors, in consolidation of race relations 


schools, and in medicad training, for ac- 
tive duty oflicers. While it is difiScult to 
estimate the exact effEict of an appro- 
priations reduction oa military and 
strengths, it. is estimaied that the bill 
will result in an end strength reduction 
of about 62,000. 

This comi>ares with a mandated au- 
thorization jeduction of 43,000 personnel 
find a reduction of about 53,000 in the 
bill as it passed the House. 

MILITABT ASSKfTANCE SERVICE PONDED PROGRAMS 

The Housi; provided .iust over $1,000.- 
000,000 for support of South Vietnam and 
Laos in the MASF program. The Senate 
reduced that amount to roughly $650 
million. The conference agreement pro- 
vides some $900 million for this support. 
The House conferees felt that a reduc- 
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tf«n of the magnitude proposed by the 
Senate when one-half of the fiscal year 
Is over would abruptly curtail our aid 
to South Vietnam and lead to serious 
destabilization in Southeast Asia. We be- 
lieve that the amount agreed to will be 
reasonably adequate. 

OPEEATION AND MAINTEKTANCE 

In the operation and maintenance 
area, reductions totaling $624,516,000 
were made. A total of $22,340,807,000 is 
provided. Most of these reductions were 
not in conference. In large part, the re- 
duction is related to manpower strength 
reductions. The Senate receded on House 
reductions made in space available trans- 
portation and air defense units. The 
House receded on amounts for overseas 
dependents education, camouflage 
screens, and in Senate reductions re- 
lated to energy conservation and the ex- 
ecutive development program. 

PEOCTJREMENT 

Hie conference agreement provides 
$16,225,822,000 for procurement of mili- 
tary hardware. This is $2,144,278,000 less 
than the budget amoimt. A number of 
reductions were mandated by the au- 
thorizing legislation. 

In the conference the House agreed to 
a Senate reduction of $10.5 million in 
the A-4M aircraft of the Navy and $4.9 
million for a medium transport aircraft 
for the Marine Corps. The Senate receded 
on a $66Tnillion reduction for the S-3A 
Viking antisubmarine warfare aircraft. 
Under the total package contract under 
which this aircraft is being procured, the 
reduction proposed by the Senate would 
have had the effect of seriously increas- 
ing the unit cost of the aircraft. 

One of the major items in conference 
in the procurement area was the pro- 
posed new sea control ship. The sea 
control ship would be a rdatively small 
ship, capable of cari-ying helicopters and 
vertical take off and landing aircraft and 
would be used primarily for escort serv- 
ice. The House deleted the funds for the 
ship and the Senate included the funds. 
Under the conference agreement, the 
fimds for the sea control ship are agreed 
to, but none of the funds can be obli- 
gated until a further study is made by 
the Appropriations Committee of the 
need for this ship and until both Appro- 
priations Committees give their specific 
approval for the obligation of the funds. 


The conference agreement includes $70 
million for the procurement of A-7D 
aircraft for the Air Force as proposed 
by the Senate and not included by the 
House. The House had included $151.6 
million for procurement of F-lllP air- 
craft which was deleted by the Senate. 
The conference agreed to the inclusion 
of funds for this aircraft. We feel that it 
would be a serious mistake to close the 
production line of our only long-range 
bomber. 

The Senate deleted $50 million of the 
amount provided by the House for the 
F-15 aircraft of the Air Force. The con- 
ference restored $22 million of this 
amount. A total procurement of 62 F-15 
aircraft is provided. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION 

The bill as agreed tO in conference ap- 
propriates $8,088,405,000 for research, 
development, test, and evaluation. This 
is $411,895,000 less than the budget re- 
quest. 

A major issue in this area was the site 
defense antlballistic missile program of 
the Army. The House had deleted funds 
for continued development of this anti- 
ballistic missile system at this time be- 
lieveing that continued development of 
the present Safeguard ABM system 
along with a vigorous technology pro- 
gram provided sufficient effort in this 
area. The Senate provided $135 million 
for the site defense program. The Senate 
took the position that the site defense 
program is necessary to future success 
in the strategic arms limitation talks 
and that a more capable system than 
Safeguard is needed. The conference 
agreed on the appropriation of $110 
million. 

In the Navy, a major issue was Project 
Sanguine, a proposed new system for use 
in communicating with submerged sub- 
marines. The program has been under 
Are from residents of areas in which it 
was tested or proposed to be deployed. 
Environmental and health hazards were 
cited. The committee has heard from 
many residents in Wisconsin who com- 
plained of the effect of Project San- 
guine’s tests conducted in that State. 
When it was proposed that Sanguine be 
deployed in central Texas a number of 
people of that area became fearful of 
possible harmful effects of such deploy- 
ment. With this in mind and in view of 


the fact that there are other means both 
in being and under development for 
communicating with submarines the 
House deleted all funds for Sanguine. 
The Senate restored the funds. In con- 
ference, $8.3 million was provided. This 
wUl permit the continuation of test ac- 
tivities in Wisconsin but will not provide 
for initiating the full scale development 
of the system. The Navy should carefully 
study the need for the system and the 
harmful effects alleged. 

The conference agreed to provide $25 
million for continued development of the 
advanced medium STOL transport air- 
craft. The conference agreement was a 
compromise between the Senate recom- 
mendation of $65 million and the House 
position that all funds should be deleted. 
It is probable that at this point most of 
the money provided has already been 
obligated. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The House included a limitation in the 
bill which would have limited the num- 
ber of non-hlgh-school graduates and 
so-called category IV personnel inducted 
into the military service. The Senate 
deleted the House provision but agreed 
in conference to include the restrictive 
language. We feel that this is important 
In maintaining a highly qualified mili- 
tary force. 

The House included a limitation by 
grade on the number of officers in the 
military services. The Senate deleted the 
provision and the House reluctantly 
receded in the conference. The managers 
are in agreement that the limitation as 
proposed by the House should be main- 
tained by the Department but felt that 
the language should be deleted at this 
time in order to give the Committees on 
Armed Services an opportunity to enact 
legislation in this area. 

The Senate included a provision which 
would have denied any funds for the 
furnishing of petroleum products to 
Southeast Asia. The House conferees 
were in agreement with the intent of 
the Senate amendment but felt that it 
was unnecessarily restrictive. The lan- 
guage was amended to prohibit the pro- 
curement of petroleum fuels produced 
in the United States and to permit the 
provision of such fuels for U.S. nationals. 

A table summarizing the actions of the 
cohference follows: 


DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL 1974-SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS 
[In thousands of dollars) 


Functional !itle 


Appropriation, 
fiscal year 
1973 (new 
obligationai 
authority) 


Revised 
budget 
estimate, 
fiscal year 
1974 (new 
obligationai 
authority) 


Conference action compared with- 


Passed 

House 


Passed 

Senate 


Conference 1973 

action appropriation 


Budget 

estimate 

House 

Senate 

-331, 504 

-57, 645 

+11,900 

-24, 000 .. 
-624, 516 

-163,416 

+100, 381 

-2, 144, 278 
(+499, 800) 
-411,895 
(+3, 500) 

-287, 600 
(+112, 500).. 
+ 121,882 
(^-3, 500).. 

+353, 320 

-14, 948 


Title I — Military personnel 

Transfer from other accounts 

Title li — Retired military personnel 

Title III— Operation ana maintenance 

Transfer, from other accounts.. 

Title IV— Procurement 

Transfer from other accounts 

Title V— Research^ development, test, and evaluation.. 

Transfer from other accounts. 

Tide VI— Special foreign currency program 

Title .Vy— gefisr^ provisions (additional transfer 
aothdrity, sec. 735)-. 

11(16 Vfft— Defense Ma 


4, 705, 900 
22, 965, 323 


4, 681,900 
22, 504, 223 


4, 681, 900 
22, 240, 426 


•4,681,900 
22, 340,807 


tie Vift — Defense Manpower Commission.. 

Total , Department of Defense (NOA).. 

Transfer from other accounts 

Total funding available 

Transfer authority.. 


23.718.395 22,706,500 22,432,641 22,363,096 22,374,996 

<21. 550). 

4, 441, 684 
21, 461, 726 
( 200 , 000 ). 

17, 799,870 
(1,055,900). 

7 , 959, 498 
(60,000). 

3, 400 

(750, 000) 


18, 370, 100 
"8, '500, loo' 

2, loo" 

( 1 , 000 , 000 ) 


16, 513, 422 
(387, 300) 
7, 966, 523 


2,600 
(500, 000) 


15,872. 502 
(499, 800) 
8. 103, 353 
(3, 500) 
2,600 

(750.000) 

750 


16, 225, 822 
(499, 800) 
8, 088, 405 
(3. 500) 
2,600 

(625, 000) 
400 


-1,343,399 
(-21. 550) 
+240,216' 
+879, 081 
(- 200 , 000 ) 
-1,574, 048 
(-556. 100) 
+128, 907 
(-56, 500) 
-500 

(-125,000) 

+400 


-375, 000) 
+400 


(+125,000) 

+400 


75. 384, 573 
(1, 337, 450). 
76, 722, 023 
(750,000) 


77, 250, 723 

'77,150, '723'* 
( 1 , 000 . 000 ) 


74, 101,309 
(387, 300) 
74, 488. 609 
(500,000) 


73,264,627 
(503, 300) 
73. 767, 927 
(750. 000) 


73,714,930 
(503, 300) 
74,218,230 
(625, 000) 


-1,669, 643 
(-834,150) 
-2. 503, 793 
(-125, 000) 


-3. 535, 793 
(+503, 300) 
-3, 032, 493 
(-375,000) 


(-125, OOO) 
-350 


-386, 379 
(+116,000). 
-270, 379 
(+125,000) 


+450, 303 

"+450lor 
(-125, 000) 
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DEFENSE APPROPFUATION BILL 1974~SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS -Continuetf 
[In thousands of dollars) 



itppropriation, 
fiscal year 
1973 (new 

Revised 
budget 
estimate, 
fiscal year 
1974 fnew 




Conference action compared with — 


Functional title 

obiigationci 

authority) 

obligational 

authority) 

Passed 

House 

Passed 

Senate 

Conference 

action 

1973 

appropriation 

Budget 

estimate 

House 

Senate 

Distribution by orsanizationai component; 

Army.... 

Tran 5fer from other accounts 

Navy 

Tramifer from other accounts 

Air Force 

Traniifer from other accounts 

20,712,151 

(411,000).. 

24,662,834 

(320,550).. 

. 23,694,19'! 

(558, 200) 

20,238,959 ' 
25, 849, 400 

24, 345, 800 

19, 230, 999 
(116, 500) 
24. 800. 56ii 
(156,800) 
23,312, 8?:; 
(114, 00(1) 

2. 254, m. 

4. 681, 900 

18,978,401 
(232,500) 
24, 668, 681 
(156, 800) 
22, 872, 353 
(114, 000) 

2, 062, 542 

4, 681, 900 

19, 157, 304 
(232, 500) 
24. 707, 708 
<156. 800) 
23, 106, 656 
<114, OOO) 
2,060,962 

4. 681, 900 

-1, 554. 854 
(-208, 500) 
+44, 874 
(-173,750) 
-587, 538 
(-444,200) 
+187,259 
(-7, 700). 
+240, 216 

-1,081,655 
(+232, 500) 
-1,141,692 
(+156, 800). 
-1,239,144 
(+114,000). 
-49,702 

-24,000 . 

-73, 695 
(fll6. OOO).. 
-92,857 

-26. 217 

+x/8, 903 

+39, 027 

+234. 303 

Defense aeencies/OSD 

1, 873, 702 

2,110,664 

4, 705, 900 

-194,010 

-1,580 

Tran:ifer from other accounts 

Retired military personnel 

Defense Manpower Commission 

(7,700).. 

4.441,684 




750 

400 

+400 

+400 

+400 

-350 

Total. Department of Defense (NOA) 

Transler from other accounts 

Total finding available 

Trt'nsfer authority 

75, 384, 573 

(1.337,452).. 

76.722,022 

(750,00!)) 

77, 250, 723 

■ 77 , '250, 723' 
(1, 000, 000) 

74, 101, 309 
(387, 300) 
74. 488, 609 
(500,000) 

73. 264. 627 
(503. 300) 
73, 767, 927 
(750, 000) 

73.714,930 
(503. 300) 
74, 218,230 
<625, 000) 

-1,669,643 
(-834,150) 
-2, 503, 793 
(-125,000) 

-3. 535,793 
(+503,300) 
-3, 032, 493 
(-375,000) 

-386, 379 
( H16,000).. 

-270, 379 
( 1-125, 000) 

+450, 303 

+450, 303 
(-125, 000) 


Mr. TASMAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. M/lHON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WrMAN. I would like to ast; the 
chairmar. whether he feels that the 
$400,000 in this bill for the Defense 
Manpower Committee will produce any 
results in perhaps getting a little differ- 
ent perspective as to how we can save 
money on the amount for personnel and 
the amount for hardware in the mil: tary 
to which the gentleman made reference 
and which we so urgently need. 

Mr. M/IHON. I am hopeful this com- 
mission would prove to be meaningful. 
I am not too sanguine about it. 

But we will hope that some success 
can come. I am sure that those who serve 
on the Commission will work diligently 
toward coming up with some suggestions 
that will be worthwhile. This is an area 
where there could be considerable im- 
provement. 

Mr. WIrMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
teman Will yield still further, there are 
other places where there is work that 
is being done at the present time tc> see 
whether :ieductions in personnel can be 
achieved in order to lower the 57 percent 
of this budget going toward personnel. 

Mr. INfLAHON. The gentleman, of 
course, knows that we are dealing with 
this problem in the committee. We have 
tried to improve the techniques for re- 
cruiting personnel, and we are trying 
to preven t the practice of recruiting peo- 
ple, keeping them a few weeks or a few' 
months, and then having to discharge 
them. We are trying to improve the qual- 
ity of the personnel entering the miU- 
tary service In the first instance. We 
have made some reductions in personnel 
in the Department of Defense, as my 
friend, the gentleman from New Hamp- 
shire, knows. 

Mr. W^MAN. Is the chairman san- 
guine about the prospects of being able 
to perhaps get the defense costs on per- 
sonnel fo:c' the United States down to a 
figure of Etbout 50 percent. 

Mr. M/LHON. I would hope we could 
do sometlilng like that. After all, we can- 
not go on forever at the present balance, 
as I see it. The gentleman has raised a 
very point, and I thank the gentle- 
man for his contribution. 

Mr. WiiMAN. I thank the chairman. 


Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, first I want to express my grat- 
itude to the House conferees, and cer- 
tainly to the chairman for sticking to 
tile position of the House in connection 
with the Pacific Missile Range, which is 
in my district, or close to it. And the 
language contained at. page 25 of the re- 
port makes it very clear that the House 
position w'Ul be maintained, and the Navy 
shall continue to operate the Pacific Mis- 
sile Range with Government military 
and civilian personnel. 

Does the gentleman consider that to 
be mandatory upon the Navy? 

Mr. MAHON. I do consider that to be 
mandatory. We arc imalterably opposed 
to contracting out this operation. We 
want to proceed in accordance with the 
p;fesent procedure that the gentleman 
from California is aware of. 

I wish to ssy. Mr. Speaker, that the 
members of the Subcommittee on Ap- 
propriations and the raembers of the full 
Committee on Appropriations owe a debt 
of gratitude to the Members of the 
House generally who are not members 
of the full committee and the subcom- 
mittees for the! contributions which they 
have made. Toe members of this com- 
mittee have worked m.any, many montlrs, 
all of them on the Democratic side and 
all of them on the Republican side of the 
subcommittee headed by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. Minsuall). I believe we 
have really done the ^'ery best we could. 
The bill is not perfect, but I am of the 
opinion that the bill comes before the 
House as the best tfiat could be done 
under the circumstances. 

I hope that the Department of Defense 
can take this money and continue to keep 
us No. 1 militarily, maybe by a small 
margin, but No. 1. We must remain No. X 
in military poorer and national security. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Siieaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield, I do not find the usual 
table in the i-eport showing the total 
amount of this bill. 

Would the gentleman please state the 
total cost of tliis bill as it now stands? 


Mr. MAHON. The total is $73,714,930.- 
000. The am oimt agreed to is $3.5 billion 
less than the budget estimate. 

Mr. GROEiS. How does it compare with 
the bill as it left the House? 

Mr. MAHON. It is below the bill as it 
left the Hotise. The House had provided 
more than 1574.1 billion, so at $73.7 bil- 
lion it is lower than it was when it left 
the House, $386 million less than it was 
when it passed the House. It is $450 mil- 
lion more than the appropriation recom- 
mended by (he U.S. Senate. 

Mr. GBOIEIS. How much lower is it than 
the bill that passed the House? 

Mr. MAH(DN. $386,37!),000. 

Mr. GROSS. There is no funding in 
this bill for the replacement of the arms 
and munitions that wore taken out of 
our inventoiy and given to Israel in the 
recent Middle East war; is that correct? 

Mr. MAHDN. No. Tliat comes in the 
foreign aid bill which should follow this 
bill. 

Mr. GROEIS. No. The replacement will 
not be made there. 

Mr. MAHON. Not directly. We will pro- 
vide funds in the foreign aid bill to re- 
imburse the Department of Defense for 
the contributions made to Israel. That Is 
the way it is handled. 

Mr. GROEiS. The Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, Mi'. Clements, told us in the 
Committee cn Foreign Affairs that there 
would probably be a bill of between $2 
and $3 billicm in addition to the money 
that was requested by authorization 
through the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs for the $2.2 billion. 

Mr. MAHCDN. For the most part, that 
would be for hardware for U.S. forces 
and not directly related to the replace- 
ment of weapons given I.srael. 

Mr. GROEiS. TTie replacement of the 
arms and planes that were taken out of 
the U.S. inventory by President Nixon 
given to Israel will have to be financed 
nanced next year through another bill; 
is that correc t? 

Mr. MAHON. No. The gentleman Is not 
correct on that. In the foreign aid bill 
we are providing $2.2 billion for Israel, 
part of which will be used to reimburse 
the Department of Defense for the am- 
munition and airplanes and military 
support otherwise that was provided for 
Israel, or that is being provided. There 
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are some additional costs since the value 
of the material given Israel is less than 
the replacement cost of some items. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 
Texas is demonstrsiting some new-found 
optimism, I find, because Israel was al- 
ready in debt to the United States to the 
extent of $1 billion before the October 
w'ar ever started. 

Mr. MAHON. I do not mean that Israel 
will pay back the $i billion which is now 
owed, and I do not mean that Israel will 
pay back the ^2.2 billion. Some of it is 
to be loan money, and some of it will 
be grant money, and whether any of it 
would be returned, 1 do not know. But 
I would say that 'up to date Israel has 
reimbursed the. United States in its pay- 
ments to the extent of about $250 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. GROSS. If we keep pumping eco- 
nomic aid to them, they will be able to 
go through the motions of paying it, but 
it is our people who are out of pocket. 
The taxpayers are out of pocket. I pre- 
dict that the gentleman will be back 
with a bill next year for more arms as a 
result of the Middle East war. 

Mr. MAHON. I dp not foresee that at 
this time, but it is true that we need 
modernization of our forces. We need 
more in quantity of military equipment 
by way of newer planes, and so forth. 
We are producing a minimum of new 
aircraft and new sMps and new weap- 
ons. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, 

Mr. Speaker, I ask xmanimous consent 
that the permanent Record be corrected 
to show that the gentleman from Con- 
necticut (Mr. Giaimo) except as to 
amendment No. 77 of the Defense ap- 
propriation bill and that I did not. 

The Record of December 19, 1973, on 
page HI 1677 in listing the managers on 
the part of the House indicates that I 
excepted as to amendment No. 77. 1 did 
not. However, the gentleman from Con- 
necticut (Mr. Giaimo) did and I ask 
unanimous consent that the permanent 
Record be corrected. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. Now, I should 
like to tell the gentleman from Iowa 
that this bill is below last year’s budget 
by $1,60,0000,000. It is less than the 
House-passed bill, as the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. Mahon) has emphasized, by 
$386,379,000. 

The appropriation we passed in the 
House was $1.3 billion below last year’s 
appropriation. The conference action re- 
sults in a bill which is about $1.6 billion 
below last year, apd Is about $3.5 biUion 
bqjpw.tlie 'budget estimate for this fiscal 
year, ‘ ‘ 

1 would also like to point out to the 
gentleman from Iowa that there were 
many items in this bill that all of us are 
not completely satisfied with, but that 
Is the nature of any conference report, 
any kind of compromise. But the con- 


ferees met for 10 straight hours, with a 
little time for lunch. I think we have 
come up with good compromises and fair 
compromises and a bill that will make for 
a strong defense for our country. I hope 
the House wUl go along with the bill. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. 

I want to express my unhappiness over 
the fact that the conference agreed to 
stay by the House provision on section 
718. The conferees in accepting the 
House position, and I recognize this mat- 
ter was not discussed greatly when it 
WM before the House, I am afraid we 
will have the Army in a shortfall position 
of an additional 5,000 to 15,000 men, and 
it is an unwarranted interference in my 
judgment in the management capacity 
of the Defense Department, the idea that 
we somehow want to limit nonhigh 
school graduates, because about 25 per- 
cent of them are not eligible to- make 
it. in the first 18 months service or limit 
category 4 to a percentage lower than 
was achieved in the draft. I simply do 
not understand it. 

I hope the Appropriations Subcommit- 
tee on the Defense Department in the 
months ahead will be willing to take a 
close look and make an analysis of this 
kind of management decision before un- 
dertaking it. 

I would simply say to the gentleman 
frorn Ohio I am grateful to him for his 
willingness to yield to me so that issue 
might be raised, and next year you can 
be sure it will be raised again if the 
committee intends to continue this kind 
of operation. 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I appreciate 
having the gentleman’s remarks. 

The Army has had a great deal of dif- 
ficulty with its all-volunteer program 
We are trying to keep the armed serv- 
ices combat ready as much as we can 
and that is why we took the action we 
did. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman state to the House whether there 
are funds in here for the AMB? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. There is $110 
million in here for the site defense ABM 
Mr. YATES. Is that for the first in- 
stallation or the total amount for the 
program? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. That is for 
the first installation. 

Mr. YATES. How much will the total 
program cost? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. That is the 
site defense? 

Mr. YATES. I wonder how much it will 
cost in total? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. That depends 
on how far we carry the development. 

Mr. YATES. For what site will this 
be the defense? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. This is a de- 
velopment program. No sites have been 
selected. The full development cost will 


be close to a billion six Inmdred million 
dollars. 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 

I have been opposed to the ABM and 
I am sorry the conference saw fit to put 
money into this program for the ABM 
again and I would hope they would take 
another look at it. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 
Will the gentleman rield? 

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 
I just want to express my own disap- 
pointment that the House position failed 
as opposed to that of the Senate in the 
determination of the U.S. Armed Serv- 
ices Institute in Madison, Wis., a 30- 
year institute. I take it that the Senate 
failed to put forward the arguments of 
the Defense Department in their desire 
that this institute be continued and be 
given an ample opportunity to be literal- 
ly reconstructed during the next year to 
follow the needs of the armed services in 
connection with the education of our 
military personnel. 

In this connection I hope something 
is salvable, but insofar as the House posi- 
tion prevailed there does not seem to 
me to be much hope. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentleman will yield, I share the 
concern of my colleague from Wisconsin 
on this subject, I think it was developed 
at the hearings that the USAFI did de- 
serve some major surgery. There is a 
question, however, whether that should 
extend to decapitation and that was the 
provision that was in the House bill. 

I think the gentleman from Wisconsin 
put his finger on the situation as it was 
in the conference, that it was not appro- 
priate for the House conferees to raise 
the issue in contravention of the House 
action; that the only way this could 
have been adequately brought before the 
conference is if someone of the Senate 
conferees had spoken up and raised an 
issue, so that the cards could have been 
laid on the table. That did not take place, 
so there was really no practical way in 
which this matter could adequately be 
discussed in the conference, so the House 
position did continue. ■ 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, I want 
to comment that I had very grave ques- 
tions about whether the best interests 
were being served by the Defense De- 
parment in terms of education. 

It will be a poor Christmas present for 
those employees in Madison, Wis. There 
are some 200 people that will be involved. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin; If the gen- 
tleman will yield further, I want to com- 
ment on the discussion by Mr. Steiger 
of Wisconsin, with respect to this subject. 

I think there was rather strong feeling 
in our subcommittee that this figure 
should have been perhaps higher than 
the 45 percent that, remained in the 
House bill and is continued in this con- 
ference report. 

We were concerned that in their efforts 
to get numbers, in light of their difficul- 
ties in recruiting, that people who could 
not make a satisfactory contribution to 
the Defense Department or to the Army 
in particular would be enlisted in the 
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recruitinj: program. So because we had 
before us the history of problems created 
by people of the capacities shown in (heir 
particular categories, we did agree on a 
figure of 45 percent, which was lower 
than some of the members of the sub- 
committee wanted to go. It was put in 
there to protect the particular level of 
the caliber of the people being taken 
into the Army. That is the basis o)' the 
45 percent. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman wall yield, I 
am grateful to my colleague from Wis- 
consin fm: his comment. 

I would say if we look back to .June 
1972, the figures, as I recall, supplied by 
the Defense Department were that 56 
percent cf the Army career soldiers just 
a year ago In June were non-hlgh-school 
graduate, •> when they entered the aimed 
services: so this decision to use, in elect, 
an artificial criteria, of high school grad- 
uation, for the basis of determining 
whether a man or woman makes a good 
career soldier, I find very difBcult to jus- 
tify; During the draft era, the propor- 
tion of mental IV’s who entered each 
year exceeded the proposed legislative 
limit of 1 8 percent in one or more of the 
services. The proportion of mental IV’s 
who entered the Army, the chief user of 
the draf ;, in selected typical years, are 
shown below. 

Mental IV’s as percent of Army aenessions 


Fiscal yee.r: 

1954 

1950 

1964 

1966 

1969 

1972 


Percent 
_ 29.8 

- 20.9 

- 19.0 

. 23 . 4 

- 37.5 
_ 18. 8 


One o:C the key factors in this regard 
is that high school graduation is not 
used to determine a person’s ability to 
perform a job but is rather a general In- 
dex as to whether or not an individual 
will make it through his first 18 months 
of service. Approximately one-fourt.h — 
25 penjent— of the non-high -school 
graduates fail to make it through their 
first 18 months of service, whereas 9 iier- 
cent of the high school graduates fall. 
This difference has encouraged the 
armed services to seek high school grad- 
uates. But any policy restricting non- 
high-school graduates, is obviously 
counter) productive for at least 75 p<srcent 
of them make good soldiers. All eniuies 
are qualified by aptitude tests as well, re- 
gardless of whether they are high school 
or non-high-school graduates. 

What the Army has now done in this 
new 17fi-day provision, so they esm get 
a man or a woman who is not a good 
soldier out of the Army before they be- 
come eligible for benefits means we ought 
to be able to get anybody in that wants 
to come in, that wants to volunteer, and 
then make the judgment as we go along, 
without making the artificial judgment 
of high school graduation. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
if the srentleman will yield further, we 
are not talking about high school gradu- 
atlcm. We are talking about category 4. 
The record of recruitments in recent 
months indicates that the Army hs,s been 
overloading itself and people in these 


categories, exjierlence shows, have not 
been able to make the contribution that 
we ought to expect from the money we 
are expending: this is the basis of that 
action in that regard. 

Mr. Speaker', if the gentleman from 
Ohio will yield for a couple minutes more. 

I want to say it is important that thi.s 
conference report be approved, in spite of 
the misgivings on inclividual items tliat 
all of us who are House conferees did 
have. 

But it is costing u.s money every day 
that we fail to have the 1974 Defense 
Appropriations Act on the books. That is 
tr ue becau.se we have directed a number 
o ’ savings in this bill, In matters which 
are now going forward, at the old, higher 
rate in the continuing resolution under 
which the Departmeiit of Defense is op- 
erating, and it does cause grave problem.s 
of management when the Defense De- 
partment, with this amount of money, is 
required to oi)erate under a continuing 
resolution. 

So, I urge that tlie House will now? 
adopt this conference report. 

Mr.* OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from ’SVlsconsln. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. fjpeaker, I have a 
couple of questions concerning the prob- 
lems of Project Sanguine Submarine 
Ciommunications prog ram in amendment 

The report says that funds provided 
are to be available for continuation of 
effort at the Wisconsin test facility- Is 
the interpretation of :he gentleman from 
Texas that this does not imply in any 
way that the primary site is moved back 
to Wisconsin? 

Mr. MAHON. The committee felt that 
the Sanguine program had not pro- 
gressed to the point where it should be 
firmed up as an operational unit, and 
t hat the tests and evaluations which had 
liegun and had been in progress In Wis- 
consin for years could be continued; but 
not the lu,ll-scale c,evelopment of the 
system. ^ ^ . 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Sjaeaker, my point is 
(:hat there is nothing in this language 
which implies the primary site for fur- 
ther development of Sanguine has been 
moved back to Wisconsin? 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the gentle- 
man is correct. 

Mr. OBEY. Also, it says that none of 
the funds were to be applied to any full- 
scale development. Does that language 
imply any e:'ipansion of the Wisconsin 
facility at Clam Lake would be in order? 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I would not 
interpret the report language In that 
manner. It provide.'; for study, experi- 
mentation, and addi tional study, but I do 
not think the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
whom I knov/ is apprehensive about this 
project, should be too greatly concerned 
about it at tliis stage. There are so many 
other ways of communication that we do 
not want to go too far with Sanguine at 
this point. That is the attitude of the 
committee. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman and I agree with the chair- 
man. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I yield to 


the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
MoNTGOMEmr ) for a question. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gtmtleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Siieaker, I would like to commend 
the chairman and the conferees on the 
handling of the reserve part of this bill, 
which i,s a large share of the money. 
Even though the committee has given 
us a tight budget to work with in the 
reserves, I believe in my opinion that 
the reserve can continue to be a vital 
part of this Nation’s defense and con- 
tinue an outstanding job. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a little concerned 
about the cutback of funds for Virginia 
Army ROT(J units in lilgh schools, and 
also the Navy Virgin.ia high school 
ROTC units;. In my opinion, thes« have 
been very good, workable units. I hope 
the commit(*e does not act in haste and 
cut out the units down the line. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution, and 
I will place in the Record at this point a 
statement ui regard to the Reserves and 
the Junior ROTC. 

As my good friend from Mississippi has 
indicated, the Reserve components and 
the National Guard were well provided 
for in this liill. The oriidnal Defense De- 
partment request for Guard and Reserve 
forces was over $4.4 billion compared 
with $4 billion provided in fiscal year 
1973. This represents a 10-percent in- 
crease in funding despite generally 
declining manpower strengths. 

Actions (01 the part of the Congress 
have reducesd this $4.4 billion request less 
than $100 million leaving a net increase 
of over $300 million. Nearly all of the 
reduction T/as related to the difficultie.s 
the Reservs components are h8,ving in 
obtaining nonprior — fi i st term — recruits. 
Most of these individuals were scheduled 
to undergo from 4 to 8 months of active 
duty for training. Thus, this category of 
personnel 'require proportionately more 
money than do regular reservists who 
drill only one weekend a month and are 
paid accordingly. Accordingly when 
shortfalls occur large dollar savings are 
generated. 

I would also point out that this con- 
ference rermrt agrees to the restoration 
of some of the specific units which were 
deleted in the House version. For ex- 
ample, the Navy will b(- permitted to con- 
tinue the operation of 30 system analysis 
divisions s.nd all of the phased force 
components companies if the Navy 
desires to do so. You are aware of the 
fact that the committee questions the 
need and expenditure for these units. 

The corference report also restored 
100 technician positions in both the Air 
Force Reserve and Air Force National 
Guard. The original bill deleted 200 posi- 
tions from each. Tlie committee also 
restored one half of a $10 million reduc- 
tion in fueJ for the Air National Guard 
made by ttie Senate. 

I ilso want to point out that the com- 
mittee did not reduce or eliminate any 
junior R(3TC units The committee 
looked into the mattei* of the numbers of 
ROTC units which a)'e not meeting the 
mandated strength requirement of 100 
students. 7rhe committee feels that addi- 
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tional units should not be organized until 
many of the units which are not meeting 
required etrengtti levels are either dis- 
established or brought to the mandated 
strength. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleagues also. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
Flynt) . 

(Mr, FLYNT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr, FLYNT. Mn.. Speaker, all of the 
conferees .kiave signed this conference 
report. Two of the House conferees ex- 
cepted as to amendment No. 77 proposed 
by the Senate, One of . the Senate con- 
ferees excepted as to another section of 
the conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I take this time to ex- 
plain our exception to the amendment 
No. 77. 

Amendment No. 77 is the research, de- 
velopment, test, and evaluation. Army 
section of the bill and the conference re- 
port. This program, as has been stated 
earlier during the debate on this con- 
ference report, proposes a total program 
expenditure before any procurement, ac- 
cording to the . House report, of $1,650,- 
000,000 for a site defense antiballistic 
missile .system, or a site .defense ABM 
system, as it is .commonly called. 

In the. past I have always supported 
ongoing research and development into 
an effective ABM system, and I still sup- 
port that concept. However, I oppose the 
provision in the conference report to 

• build an extravagant and expensive 
ABM system which cannot be deployed 
and probably would not work if it could 

• be deployed. 

In the House language of the de- 
fense appropriation bill, the House pro- 
posed $111,100,000 for continuation of 
research and development of the anti- 
ballistic missile defense, We proposed 
and the House passed $20 million for ex- 
ploratory ballistic missile defense R. & D. 
and $77.7 million for advanced ballistic 
missile defense R. & D. which latter fig- 
ure is $25 million over the budget and 
above the amount requested by the De- 
partment of Defense. 

The Defense, Appropriations Subcom- 
mittee added, that $25 million over and 
above the budget request, because the 
subcommittee and the full committee 
and the House denied the budget request 
of $170 million to continue the proto- 
type building of the site defense ABM 
system. We thought then and two of us 
think now that this is the more reason- 
able approach to this item in the bill. 

The Senate restored $135 million and 
the committee on conference reduced 
that figure to $110 million. 

Bare in mind that $110 million is only 
1 year’s annual increment of the total 
cost. We have during fiscal year 1973 
appropriated and. the Department of De- 
fense has expended approximately $165 
million toward this. This $170 million 
which the Department of Defense asked 
for this year was to be the second annual 
Increment into the site defense ABM pro- 
gram which would require over $850 mil- 
lion for the prototype development and 


an additional $815 millloil for full en- 
gineering. 

Mr. Speaker, we held extensive hear- 
ings on this in the subcommittee. As a 
result of those hearings, the subcommit- 
tee and the full committee deleted the 
entire amount requested by the Defense 
Department for site defense ABM. 

The Senate saw fit to restore $135 
million as a part of a $1.65 billion site 
defense ABM program. In the event the 
prototype is developed and full engineer- 
ing follows, this system, even if it works, 
will not be deployable, because of the 
provisions of the SALT I agreements to 
which we are signatory. 

This is a provision in the bill. and in 
the conference report on which reason- 
able men can disagree. Those who sup- 
port it think it is a viable program and 
that it can be deployed and when de- 
ployed will work. On the other hand those 
of us who oppose this program do so, be- 
cause we cannot deploy it without abro-\ 
gating the SALT I agreement and be- 
cause even if we deployed, it will not be 
effective for its Intended purpose. 

It is the same old story of hitting a 
high velocity bullet with another high 
velocity bullet: You might hit one with 
one, or even five with five, but when the 
number of incoming ballistic missiles is 
Increased to 20, 50, 100, or more under 
the present state of the art the radars 
and computers cannot differentiate suffi- 
ciently to achieve 100-percent effective- 
ness or anywhere near that. What we 
need to do is to do further research be- 
fore proceeding to prototype. 

The subcommittee and full committee 
were unanimous when we marked up this 
bill and the House passed it. We feel we 
are going too far, too fast on the unnec- 
essary building of a prototype which, ac- 
cording to the testimony of the project 
manager of the program. General Leber, 
this prototype development plus full en- 
gineering will cost the $1.6 billion to 
which we have referred and which sO'me 
of us feel should be deleted. 

I shall seek recognition to offer a mo- 
tion to recommit with instructions and 
such motion will read as follows: 

Mr. Flynt moves to recommit the con- 
ference report on the bill (H.R, 11575) 
to the committee on conference with the 
following instructions to the managers 
on the part of the House: To disagree to 
Senate amendment No. 77. 

Mr. Speaker, let me emphasize that 
this motion to recommit would be totally 
consistent and compatible with the pre- 
vious unanimous action of the House, the 
Committee on Appropriations and the 
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria- 
tions. 

The action previously taken by the 
House was not considered in haste. It 
was not an arbitrary reduction but on a 
decision based on the realities of the 
state of the art and the foreseeable new 
developments within the time frame be- 
tween now and the completion of the 
nearly $1 billion prototype. 

The committee report on this subject 
consists of nearly three full pages, and 
I quote from parts of it: 

Site Defense 

The Army requested in the January 
budget $170,070,000 for advanced develop- 
ment of a new antiballistic missile system 


referred to as “Site Defense”. The Site De- 
fense system is a new ABM system separate 
and apart from the presently deployed Safe- 
guard system. Prior to the treaty limiting 
the deployment of ABM systems, the name 
of the system was "Site Defense Minute- 
man”. The basic difference in the Site De- 
fense system and Safeguard system is that 
Site Defense system is a point defense system 
essentially and the Safeguard system Is an 
area defense system. The Site Defense system 
would use greater numbers of smaller, less 
powerful radars and only short range mis- 
siles. It would be deployed in close proxim- 
ity to Mlnuteman missiles and would pro- 
vide a point defense of the Mlnuteman silos. 

The treaty limiting the deployment of 
antiballistic missile systems precludes the 
deployment of a Site Defense system in the 
role for which it was designed, the protec- 
tion of Mlnuteman missiles, as long as the 
treaty is in effect. The only location at whicn 
the Site Defense system could be deployed 
under the provisions of the ABM treaty is 
at the National Command Authority or 
Washington, D.C. If Site Defense were to be 
Installed at our single ABM site which de- 
fends ballistic missiles. Grand Forks Air 
Force Base, Safeguard missiles would have 
to be removed. Since we are now in the final 
stages of installing the Safeguard missiles 
after the expenditure of $5 billion, it is not 
reasonable to propose such a course at this 
point In time. 

♦ • ♦ * 

The Committee recommends an additional 
reduction of $135,000,000 in the Site Defense 
line item and a partially offsetting $26,000,- 
000 increase in the amount provided for 
Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense, a net 
reduction of $110,000,000. The purpose of the 
recomniended reduction is the termination 
of the prototype demonstration of the Site 
Defense System. The $26,000,000 transferred 
to Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense Is for 
advanced development efforts on such com- 
ponents of the Site Defense system as might 
be considered useful by the Army. If addi- 
tional funds are required in this area, the 
funds in advanced development and explor- 
atory development related to ballistic mis- 
sile defense can be utilized for this purpose 
If the Army feels that Site Defense tech- 
nology is of a higher priority than other 
efforts proposed in these areas. 

The Committee does not believe that we 
should at this time freeze on the design for 
our next generation antiballistic missile sys- 
tem. If, in 1977, the arms limitation treaty is 
not renewed, we could take advantage of the 
state of the art at that time to fully develop 
a new system. The technology Included In 
the Site Defense system may be far surpassed 
at that time. If we decide at some point In 
time that additional antiballistic missile sys- 
tems are required rapidly, we can further ex- 
tend the Safeguard system with additional 
deployments as was previously planned. 

* ♦ * » ■ * 

The Site Defense program as now envi- 
sioned Is a program without a home. Under 
the Arms Limitation Treaty, the system 
could not be deployed at a Mlnuteman site 
where It was designed to be placed. In an 
effort to find a home for Site Defense, the 
Army Included $6,000,000 In the budget to 
study the deployment of such a system at 
Washington, D.C. Since the Site Defense sys- 
tem Involves relatively low level Intercep- 
tions and nuclear detonations. It Is not ap- 
propriate for the defense of a city or of an 
area of population. The funds requested for 
studies related to Washington, D.C. de- 
ployment were specifically deleted In the 
authorization act. 

• » • ■ * • 

The estimated cost of the proposed proto- 
type demonstration program for the Site 
Defense system rose from an estimate of 
$794 million late last year to a new estimate 
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oi $880 million given tills year. The Corn- 
mlttee believes that If the progrtttn were al- 
lowed to ocortlntte, these costs woiftd cm- 
tinue to- rfcei In addition, If the prototype 
demonstration program were sncceSsfnl. It 
would only lead to a request for a full eugl- 
Mcerinc derslopment effort wliich would <wKit 
at least another $80& million. TSius, a totiU 
of $1.05 WlKOn is estimated to be requ'red 
to complete research and development on the 
Site Defense system. 

This indicates that at the present rate 
of escalati-as costs, the total development 
costs wopld probably rise from to 
$2.4 billion between now and the esti- 
mated date of completion of the proto- 
type. This figure, regardless of whether 
it is or $2.4 billion is solely for 

prototype development and full engi- 
neering dfsvelopment. It does not Include 
any proccrement of the end item. Tlie 
cost of tlie total procurement cosi is 
estimated to be $8 billion or more with 
the maximum figure to be determined by 
how many additional sites are defended. 
The r^ort continues: 

AnoUier factor which mitigates agt.lrist 
IShe prbpopld Site Defense system Is that the 
S3it6 D^emse system with Its necessary radurs 
!ls a sffitter target than la the Mlnuteman 
missile in Its sUo. Many of the Site Defense 
interceptor ml&slles would have to he used 
to protect the Site Defense system Itself U 
the system were to be deployed. 

Estimate* of the total cost of deploying a 
useful Site Defense system are from bet-seen 
$8 and $lil billion. The Committee believes 
that the time to loot at expenditures of this 
magnltu*f ts relatively early la the develop- 
ment Stag}.: Having done this, the Conrmlt- 
tee has ewiciuded that an inVestmert of 
this kind is not warranted. 

Mr. Speaker, that Is precisely my ixssl- 
tion today, and all 1 am askbig for. The 
report concludes: 

We havf> spent some $5 billion in bringing 
the Safeguard system to the stage of deploy- 
ment Whkii it has presently reached. For thl.s 
expendltUfe, we are protecting one Minute- 
man Ihstittatlon only, and estiimateB are- that 
the system would at best save only a small 
percentage of the missiles deployed at that 
installaitk®.. At the present state of ths art, 
ABM systems Just do not appear to hr coeit 
effective. 

‘Ihis was the unanimous recommenda- 
tion of the S^fflnmittee on Defense 
Ai^ropriatlons, the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and was sustained wi hout 
protest OT objection by the House of 
Representatives. Nothing has changed or 
Interven'id since November 26, 197;'., the 
date of the report, to change these facte 
or my views. , 

I urge the adoption of an approiuiate 
motion io recommit, in an effort to sus- 
tain tl« House position and at the same 
time to terminate an ill-advised and 
extrav^wntly expensive development of 
a site defense antihalllstic missile system 
which vre cannot deploy under pi-esent 
treaty obligations and whtch would not 
be effecUve for the purpose for wUch it 
is Intended, even if deployment should 
become possible by reason of treaty ex- 
plratton or abrogation of the treaty . 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speakei', I yield the 
remaining time to the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. Oiaimo) . 

Mr CHAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I cannot 
say much in 1 nllnute about the ABM site 
defwise program which contains $110 


million in this Irill but which wffl ciot- 
mit us to an exiiendlture of $1.5 billion . 

We are talking about bufldlng phase II 
of an antlballistic missile .system known 
as site defense. We are, committing our- 
srtves in this bill to an expMiditure of 
$850 million for a prototype program and 
it will cost another $8£0 million for en- 
gineering and a.nother $8 billion to $10 
billion to deploy. 

Our posMon i n this committee and m 
the House was not to fund the prototype 
program now but, rather, to continue 
their money for research and develop- 
ment at least for another year or two 
until we knew better wliere we were with 
regard to the SALT agreements. 

Instead of that, as a result of the con- 
ference, we are going to give the Depart- 
ment of Defense the go-ahead signal to 
begin the site defense ^>ystem, which is a 
proto tjTJe system to b<J buUt in Kwaja- 
lein and which cannot under the agree- 
ment be deployed anyv.’here in the United 

I think this is a mi.stake and a waste 
of over $1.5 billion at this time. I urge 
that the Defense appropriation bill be 
recommitted to the conference commit- 
tee with instructions to delete the funds 
for the antlbalistic system known as site 
defense. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I, too, h^ 
misgivings about the funding of the site 
defense program. It is another payment 
and $110 million is a very substantial 
payment on a program which, if com- 
pleted, will cost $1.6 billion. Whether we 
can continue to justify these large an- 
nual increments is debatable. Neverthe- 
less, T voted to conference for the res- 
toration of money fer the site defense 
program. 

Had we been able to proceed on our 
planned program of 12 antibalUstic mis- 
s;.le sites, there would tiave been no doubt 
to my mind for the need of the site de- 
fense program.. It is a program to make 
the ABM system more effective. The .sad. 
f,ict Is that the SAI.T talks agreement 
largely killed off the U.S. ABM program. 
Instead of 12, we are now limited to 2. 
One of these is in beiag at Grand Porks, 
one, which was well along toward con- 
struction at Malmstrom, has been dis- 
mantled. We can, under the SALT talks 
agreement, build another around Wash- 
ington, the Natlon’-s Capital. There is 
no indication that vfe plan to do so. So 
1 am not optimistic about the value of 
our ABM system. The principal justifica- 
tion for the site defense program is to 
IiTOVide an improved capability in case an 
expanded AEM system is required at 
some time in the futu re. 

It is my personal belief that the best 
defense is a strong offense. There may 
3 U>t be a meaningful def raise against to- 
::ercoiitinental ballistic mlMiles. A retall- 
■toory capability is what -will count most, 
t think that the $110 mUUon carried in 
this bill for site defense could be spent 
better for offensive weapcHis. But there 
are no plans to spend this money for ad- 
ditional or improved offensive capability. 

It is site defense or nothing, at least 
for the present. The administration and 
the Pentagon strongly urge approval of 
the system, 'they cc.nsider it will be an 


important asset in ‘future SALT talks and 
they are optimistic about its value to oxu 
ABM capability. Consequently, I support 
the system. I :;eel that we should pnaceed 
for another year on the program. Then 
we can take a closer look at its status. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am voting 
against this hill because X bitterly otoject 
to ever-incresising funding for the Mili- 
tary Establlsliment while our citizens are 
being asked tj make sacrifices compara- 
ble to those of World War II. 

The conferonce committee has reduced 
the administiation’s request by only $3fi 
billion, a paltry sum compared to the 
$73.7 billion ;hey ask us to appropriate. 
The cut was mere tokenism. 

I also find it appallinst that, after the 
House had voted to terminate toe de- 
velopment of Safeguard missile sites, the 
conferees put back $110 millicai for this 
purpose. This means a minimum of $1 
billion to toe very near future for a 
tobaJly obsolete and counterproductive 
notion. 

Equally disturbing is the fact that $900 
million is si»eciflcally e pproprlatoid for 
military aid to South Vietnam and Laos. 

If the Amerksin people a re under the im- 
pression that the United States is out of 
Soutiieast Ajiia, they shovfld take a long 
Imrd look at shat item. The money is used 
to perpetuate President Thieu’s dictator- 
ship, to jail and terrorize thousands of 
political opponents, and thus to prolong 
the conflict imd prevent a negotiated set- 
tlement of the war. Tlii.=. 1® a violation of 
the Paris agreranent, and we have no 
right to encourage it by continuing our 
military sur>port. 

■There are many other objectionable 
features to this bill, but my chief con- 
cern Is that we are being asked, for no 
logical reason, to continue handing the 
Pentagon everything it wants, while 
denying oui’ citizens heat, light, gaso- 
line, education, even food. This shows 
very little change in our sense of pri- 
orities. 

Mr. TAL<;OTT. Mr. Weaker, I have 
consulted with the conferees and writ- 
ten Members of the rtther body. I am 
discouraged and disappointed with the 
conference report for several I'easons, 
but princlpsUly the $20,190,000 reduction 
in “graduate training.’' 

.. This cut is devastating to both the cur- 
rent academic year and in the long- 
term compirtence of our defense forces. 

Because of the lateness of the passage 
of this bill, the fiscal year is almost half 
completed. The academic year began in 
September. A 20-percent cut in academic 
load will necessarily require that many 
students, teachers, and professors be 
withdrawn from schools immediately 
and even larger withdr awals made at the 
semester bi'eak. 

This Imrioses bad personnel man^e- 
ment upMi the aesuiemic institutions. 
This reduction, the necessary withdrawal 
of students, the turbuience in personnel 
alignments, the degradation in learn- 
ing, and t'Se lowering of the academic 
level of th€i services w ll cause a vacuum 
of talent that will cAiise sequential ac- 
celeration of the education gap that is 
developing fast in our defense forces. 

The committees of Congress; should 
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know by now that superior modern 
weaponry will not be enough to win 
future wars or to keep the'peace or to de- 
fend freedom. We are in, and will con- 
tinue to be in, a battle of concepts, wars 
to win minds and contests to convince, 
which will be more Important, and diffi- 
cult, than the conventional wars of brute 
force and attrition. IWe will not win or 
even compete well unless our defense 
personnel have superior educations and 
training. We are losing the education 
battle fast. 

A grave debacle for the serviqes is cer- 
tain to result from the severe cut in ap- 
propriations for “graduate training.” 

One evident reason why the services 
cannot presently compete with their 
civilian and governmental counterparts 
Is their educational deficiency. This ed- 
ucational deficiency begins at the re- 
cruit level and maintains throughout the 
officer corps. The deficiency curve rises 
, until the disparity becomes most critical 
a;t the junior officer level. 

Neglect at the graduate level will most 
adversely affect the leadership and man- 
agerial capability of the services. 

In spite of this worrisome comparative 
deficiency in educational levels, the de- 
fense appropriation biU cuts graduate 
training by more than $20 million. This 
is less than a drop in the ocean in a $74 
billion budget, but it will be a cut that 
devastates the military services. 

This cut in budget and training load 
will cause more family turbulence, more 
dissatisfaction among career-oriented 
personnel, and more disillusionment 
among our most outstanding upward- 
'bound youiig officers 'than any other 
budget cut. 

Families already eri route to graduate 
schools must be reassigned, all graduate 
courses must be reprogramed by Janu- 
ary 1, 1974, and many careers must be 
abruptly revised. These personal disap- 
pointments, inconveniences, and added 
costs are Inslgniflcaht, of course, when 
compared to the comprehensive loss and 
the prospective degradation of the edu- 
cational level of the defense forces. 

We must pay more attention to edu- 
cation, particularly graduate educa- 
tion, which is the most cost-effective 
expenditure in the whole defense budget. 

Admittedly, the Congress cut the 
budget and must aissume it's share of the 
blame for the eonseauences of its mis- 
take, but the services failed to justify the 
urgent need of graduate training for 
their key officers. 

No university, business, industry, or 
other nation would pay so little atten- 
tion or apply so little of its resources to 
graduate education and training with- 
out succumbing to its competitors, let 
alone its enemies. 

It may be easy to cut and simple to 
explain to constituents the rnathemati- 
cal equation of dollars divided by pe'r- 
BPns ah|3 flail away at a large dollar-pef- 
Sft# we should im- 

oerstand better the value of education, 
especially a graduate education, in the 
complicated and sophisticated function 
of successfully managing the personnel, 
weapons, and facilities of our defense 
forces and pursuing the tenuous nation- 


al policy of peace with freedom in these 
perilous times. 

Although 1 regret casting a vote that 
might appear opposed to a strong na- 
tional security and peace with freedom, 
I intend to vote against the conference 
report as a protest against excellence 
and against the degradation of the edu- 
cational level of defense forces person- 
nel. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit.. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the conference report? 

Mr. TAliCOTT. I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk vdll report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follO'WS ; 

Mr. Talcott moves to recommit the con- 
ference report on the bill H.B. 11575 to the 
Committee on Conference. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the motion to re- 
commit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were — yeas 88, nays 280, 
not voting 64, as follows : 

[Boll No. 711] 

YEAS— 88 


Abzug 

Glaimo 

Pritchard 

Adams 

Ginn 

Qule 

Anderson, 

Green, Oreg. 

Rangel 

Calif. 

Green, Pa. 

Rees 

Ashley 

Gude 

Reuss 

Badillo 

Hamilton 

Robison, N.Y. 

Bergland 

Hawkins 

Rodino 

Bingham 

Hechler, W. Va. Rooney, Pa. 

Blatnik 

Helstoskl 

Rosenthal 

Brademas 

Hicks 

Roy 

Breckinridge 

Holtzman 

Roybal 

Brinkley 

Hungate 

St Germain 

Brown, Calif. 

Johnson, Colo. 

Sarbanes 

Chisholm 

Karth 

Schroeder 

Olay 

Kastenmeier 

Seiberling 

Cohen 

Kyros 

Stanton, 

Culver 

Lehman 

James V. 

Davis, Ga. 

Long, La. 

Stark 

Dellenhack 

McOloskey 

Steiger, Wls. 

Dellums 

McCormack 

Stokes 

Donohue 

Mathis, Ga. 

Stuckey 

Drinan 

MazzoU 

Studds 

Eckhardt 

Meeds 

Talcott 

Edwards, Calif. 

Mezvinsky 

Thompson, N.J, 

Evans, Colo. 

Mink 

Tiernan 

Plynt 

Mitchell, Md., 

Waldie 

Foley 

Moorhead, Pa. 

Whalen 

Ford, 

Mosher 

Yates 

William D. 

Nedzl 

Young, Ga. 

Fraser 

Obey 


Frenzel . 

Owens 



NAYS— 280 


Ahdnor 

Armstrong 

Bauman 

Addahbo 

Ashbrook 

Beard 

Andrews, N.C. 

Bafalls 

Bell 

Annunzlo 

Baker 

Bennett 

Archer 

Barrett 

Bevill 


Blaggi 

Haley 

Peyser 

Blester 

Hammer- 

Pickle 

Blackburn 

schmidt 

Pike 

Boggs 

Hanley 

Poage 

Boland 

Hanrahan 

Powell, Ohio 

Bowen 

Hansen, Idaho 

Preyer 

Brasco 

Harsha 

Price, 111. 

Bray 

Hastings 

Price, Tex. 

Breaux 

Hays 

Quillen 

Broomfield 

Heckler, Mass. 

Railsback 

Brotzman 

Henderson 

Randall 

Brown, Mich. 

Klllis 

Regula 

Brown, Ohio 

Hlnshaw 

Rhodes 

Broyhill, N.C. 

Hogan 

Rinaldo 

Broyhill, Va. 

Holifield 

Roberts 

Buchanan 

Holt 

Robinson, Va. 

Burgener 

Horton 

Roe 

Burke, Fla. 

Hosmer 

Rogers 

Burke. Mass. 

Howard 

Roncallo, N.Y. 

Burleson, Tex. 

Huber 

Rose 

Burlison, Mo. 

liudnut 

Rostenkowski 

Butler 

Hunt 

Roush 

Byron 

Hutchinson 

Rousselot 

Camp 

Ichord 

Runnels 

Carney, Ohio 

Johnson, Calif. 

Rupps 

Carter 

Johnson. Pa. 

Ruth 

Casey. Tex. 

Jones, Ala. 

Sandman 

Cederberg 

Jones, N.C. 

Sarasin 

Chamberlain 

Jones, Okla. 

Satterfield 

Chappell 

Jones, Tenn. 

Sebelius 

Clark 

Jordan 

Shoup 

Clawson, Del 

Kazen 

Shuster 

Cleveland 

Kemp 

Sikes 

Cochran 

Ketchum 

Skubitz 

Collier 

King 

Slack 

Collins, Tex. 

Kluczynski * 

Smith, Iowa 

Conable 

Koch 

Smith, N.Y. 

Conlan 

Landgrebe 

Snyder 

Conte 

.Latta 

Spence 

Corman 

Lent 

Staggers 

Cotter 

Litton 

Stanton, 

Coughlin 

Long, Md. 

J. William 

Crane 

Lujan 

Steed 

Cronin 

McClory 

Steele 

Daniel, Dan 

McCoIlister 

Steelman 

Daniel. Robert 

McDade 

Stratton 

W.. Jr. 

McEwen 

Sullivan 

Daniels, 

McFall 

Symington 

Dominick V. 

McKay 

Symms 

Danielson 

McKinney 

Taylor, N.C. 

Davis, S.C. 

McSpadden 

Teague, Calif. 

Davis, Wis. 

Macdonald 

Teague, Tex. 

de la Garza 

Madden 

Thomson, Wis. 

Denholm 

Madigan 

Thone 

Dennis 

Mahon 

Thornton 

Derwlnski 

Mallary 

Towell, Nev. 

Devine 

Mann 

Trccn 

Dickinson 

Marazitl 

Udall 

Diggs 

Martin, N.C. 

Ullman 

Dingell 

Mathias, Calif. 

Vander Jagt 

Dorn 

Matsunaga 

Vanik 

Downing 

Mayne 

Waggonner 

Duncan 

Meicher 

Wampler 

clu Pont 

Milford 

Ware 

Edwards, Ala. 

Miller 

White 

Eilberg . 

Minish 

Whitehurst 

Erlenborn 

Mlnshall, Ohio 

Whitten 

Esch 

Mitchell, N.Y. 

Widnall 

Eshleman 

Mizell 

Wiggins 

Fascell 

Moakley 

Williams 

Findley 

Mollohan 

Wilson, Bob 

Fish 

Montgomery 

Wilson, 

Fisher 

Moorhead, 

Charles H., 

Flood 

Calif. 

Calif. 

Flowers 

Morgan 

Wilson, 

Forsythe 

Murphy, 111. 

Charles, Tex. 

Fountain 

Murphy, N.Y. 

Winn 

Prey 

Myers 

Wolff 

Froehlich 

Natcher 

Wright 

Fuqua 

Nelsen 

Wyatt 

Gaydos 

Nix 

Wydler 

Gettys 

O’Brien 

Wylie 

Gibbons 

O’Hara 

Wyman 

Gilman 

O’Neill 

Yatron 

Goldwater 

Parris 

Young, Alaska 

Gonzalez 

Passman 

Young, Fla. 

Goodling 

Patman 

Young, 111. 

Grasso 

Patten 

Young, S.C. 

Gross 

Pepper 

Young, Tex. 

Grover 

Perkins 

Zablocki 

Gunter 

Pettis 

Zion 

NOT VOTING— 

■64 

Alexander 

Carey, N.Y. 

Frellnghuysen 

Anderson, 111. 

Clancy 

Fulton 

Andrews, 

Clausen, 

Gray 

N. Dak. 

Don H. 

Griffiths 

Arends 

Collins, nx. 

Gubser 

Aspln 

Conyers 

Guyer 

Bolling 

Delaney 

Hanna 

Brooks 

Dent 

Hansen, Wash. 

Burke, Calif. 

Dulskl 

Harrington 

Biuton 

Evins, Tenn. 

Harvey 
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Hubert , 

Mills. Ark. 

Shipley 

Heinz 

Moss 

Shriver 

Jarman 

Nichols 

Sisk 

Keating 

Podell 

Steiger, Ailz.. 

Kuykendall 

Rarlck 

Stephens 

Landriun 

Reid 

Stubblefield 

Leggett 

Rlegle 

Taylor, Me . 

Lott 

Roncallo, Wyo. 

Van Deerlin 

Mailliard 

Rooney, N T. 

Veysey 

Martin, Nebr. 

Ryan 

Vlgorito 

Metcalfe 

Scherle 

Walsh 

Michel 

Schneebell 

Zwach 

So the motion to recommit was i 
lected.' 

The Clerk 
pairs: 

announced 

the followi: 
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On this vote; 

Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Hebert against. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr. Carey 
of New "Sork against. 

Mr. RUgle for, with Mr. Rooney of Hew 
York against. 

Mr. Harrington for, with Mr. Dent against. 
Mr. Melealfe for, with Mr. Arends against. 

Until further notice; 

Mr. Rarlck with Mr. Aspin. 

Mr. Shipley with Mrs. Burke of California. 
Mr. Stvbfelefleld with Mr. Mills of Arkan- 
sas. 

Mr. Nichols wRh Mr. Andrews of North 
Dakota. 

Mr. Potlell with Mr. Heinz. 

Mr. Haana with Mr. Keating. 

Mrs. Elansen of Washington wUl. Mr. 
Harvey. 

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Don H. Clausen. 

Mr. Burton with Mr. Michel. 

Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Guyer. 

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Ronqallo of New York. 
Mr. Evlns of Tennessee with Mr. Lott. 

Mr. Gray with Mr. Clancy. 

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Kuykendall. 

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Zwach. 

Mr. Mess with Mr. Prellnghuysen. 

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Soherle. 

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Anderson of Illinois. 
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Taylor of Mlsisouri. 
Mr. Vlgorito With Mr. Mallllard. ' 

Mr. van Deerlln with Mr. Schneebell. 

Mr. Aleiemder with Mr. Gubser. 

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Walsh. 

Mr. Jannan with Mr. Martin of Nebraska. 
Mr.- Delaney with Mr. Steiger of Arlz-Dna. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Shrlver. 

The nisult of the vote, was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. Tlie question i,s on the 
conference report. 

RECORDED VOTE 

' Mr. DELIiENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were — ayes 336, noes 32, 
not voting 64, as follows: 

[Roll No. 712] 


/ 

Abdnor 

Boland 

Camp 

Adams 

Bowen 

Carney, Ohio 

Addabbo 

Brademas 

Carter 

Andrews, N.C. 

Brasco 

Casey, Tex. 

Annunzi<» 

Bray 

Cederber? 

Archer 

Breaux 

Chamberlain 

Armstrong 

Breckinridge 

Chappell 

Ashbrooi, 

Brinkley 

Clark 

Ashley 

Broomfield 

Clawson, Del 

Bafalls 

BrQtzman 

Clevelan<l 

Baker 

Brown, Calif. 

Cochran 

Barrett 

Brown. Mich. 

Cohen 

Bauman 

Brown, Ohio 

Collier 

Beard 

Broyhill, N.C. 

Collins, I'ex* 

Bell 

Broyhill, Va. 

Conable 

Bennett 

Buchanan 

Conlan 

Bergiand 

Burgener 

Conte 

Bevill 

Burke, Fla. 

Gorman 

Biaggi 

Burke. Mass. 

Cotter 

Biester 

Burleson, Tex. 

Coughllr. 

Blackburn 

Burlison, Mo. 

Crane 

Blatnik 

Butler 

Cronin 

Boggs 

Byron 

Culver 


Diinlel, Dan 
Daniel, Robert 
W.. Jr. 
Dmiels, 
Dominick V. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, S.C. 
Davis, Wis. 
do la Garza 
Dellenback 
Danholm 
Dennis 
Dorwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingeli 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Downing 
Duncan 
d 1 Pont 
E.tkhardt 
Edwards, Ala. 
Eilberg 
Erlenborn 
Esch 

Eshleman 

Evans, Colo, 

Fascell 

Findley 

Fish 

Fisher 

Flood 

Flowers 

Flynt 

Foley 

Ford, 

William D. 
Fountain 
Frenzel 
F rey 

I* roehllch 

F aqua 

CJaydos 

Gettys 

Cflaimo 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Cflnn 

Goldwater 
Cronzalez 
Goodling 
CVrasso 
fireen, Oreg. 
Cirover 
Cmde 
( runter 


Jones, Okla. 

Jones, Tenn, 

Jordan 

E:arth 

B:azen 

K:emp 

Ketchum 

King 

Eduezynski 

IZoch 

EZuykendr.ll 

Elyros 

I.andgrebe 

Latta 

lehman 

Lent 

Litton 

Iiong, La. 

I.ong. Me? . 

liOtt 

Iiujan 

F^cClory 

McCloskc.7 

j^cCollis'i er 

lilcCormivck 

^IcDade 

F-IcEwen 

I/IcFall 

J/IcKay 

McKinney 

J^eSpaddon 

Macdonsld 

Madden 

Madigan 

Mahon 

Mallary 

Mann 

I/iaraziti 

Martin, N.O. 


Roberts 
Robinson. Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 

Roncalio, Wyo. 
Roncallo, N,Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rose 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowski 

Roush 

Rousselot 

Roy 

Runnels 

Ruppe 

Ruth 

St Germain 

Sandman 

Sarasin 

Sarbanes 

Satterfield 

Schroeder 

Sebelius 

Shoup 

Shuster 

Sikes 

Slack 

Smith, Iowa 
Smith. N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 
James V. 
Steed 
Steele 


NOT VOTING — 64 


Mathias, Calif. Steelman 


Mathis, Oa. 
Matsunaf:a 
Mayne 
Mazzoli 
Meeds 
Melcher 
ivlezvinsky 
miiOTd 
Miller 
Mlnish 
l^lnJc 


Steiger, Wis. 

Stratton 

Stuckey 

Studds 

Sullivan 

Symington 

Symms 

Taylor, N.C. 

Teague, Calif. 

Teague, Tex, 

Thomson, Wte. 


IMlnshal] Ohio Thone 
IWitchell, N.Y. Thornton 
Mizell 
Moakley 
Mollohar; 

JWontgorfi.ery 
MoorheB.d, 

Calif. 


Tlernan. 
ToWell, Nev. 
Treen 
Udall 
unman 
Vander Jagt 


Cfuyer 

Moorhea<l, Pa. 

Vanik 

Haley 

Morgan 

Waggonner 

Iiamllton 

Murphy, 111. 

Wampler 

Jlammer- 

Murphy, N.Y. 

Ware 

schmidt 

IMyers 

Whalen 

Hanley 

Natcher 

White 

Hanrahan 

Nedzl 

Whitehurst 

Hansen, Idaho 

Nelsen 

Whitten 

Harsha 

Nix 

Wldnall 

Hastings 

O’Brien 

Wiggins 

Hays 

O'Hara 

Williams 

Heckler, Mass. 

O’Neill 

Wilson, Bob 

Heinz 

Owens 

Wilson. 

Henderson, 

Parris 

Charles H., 

lllcks 

Passman 

Calif. 

HUlis 

Patman 

Wilson, 

Hinfjhaw 

Patten 

Charles, Tex. 

Hogan 

Pepper 

Winn 

Holifield 

Perkins 

Wolff 

"Holt 

Pettis 

Wright 

Horton 

Peyser 

Wyatt 

3 losmer 

Pickle 

Wydler 

loward 

Pike 

Wylie 

} luber 

Poage 

Wyman 

Hudnut 

Powell, Ohio 

Yates 

" lungate 

Preyer 

Yatron 

} lunt 

Price, HI. 

Young, Alaska 

Hutchinson 

Price, X. 

Young, Fla. 

chord 

Pritchard 

Young, m. 

.Johnson, Calif. Quie 

Young, S.C. 

Johnson, Colo. 

Quillen 

Zablocki 

Johnson, Pa. 

Randal] 

Zion 

Jones, Ala. 

Regula 


./ones, N.C. 

Rinaldo 



\bzug 

;\niderson, 

Calif. 

Badillo 

Bingham 

Ohiaholm 

Olay 

Dellums 

□rinan 

Edwards, Calif. 
Forsythe 


NOEi?— 32 

Fraser 

Green, Pa. 

Gross 

Hawkins 

Hechler, W. Va. 

Helstoskl 

Holtzmi>n 

Kastenmeier 

Mitchell. Md. 

Mosher 

Obey 


Rangel 

Rees 

Reuss 

Roybal 

Seiberling 

Stark 

Stokes 

Talcott 

Thompson, N.J. 
Waldie 
Young, Ga. 


Alexander 

Gray 

Reid 

Anderson, 111. 

Griffiths 

Rhodes 

Andrews, 

Gubser 

Riegle 

N. Dak. 

Hanna 

Rooney, N.Y. 

Arends 

Hansen, v/a ;h. 

Ryan 

Aspin 

Harrington 

Scherle 

Bolling 

Harvey 

Schneebell 

Brooks 

H6bert 

Shipley 

Burke, Calif. 

Jarman 

Shriver 

Burton 

Keating 

Sisk 

Carey, N.Y. 

Landrum 

Skubitz 

Clancy 

Leggett 

Staggers! 

Clausen, 

Mailliard 

Steiger, Ariz. 

Don H. 

Martin. Nebr.. 

'Stephens 

Collins, 111. 

Metcalfe 

Stubblefield 

Conyers 

Michel 

Taylor, Mo. 

Delaney 

Mills, Ark. 

Van Deerlin 

Dent 

Moss 

Veysey 

Dulski 

Nichols 

Vlgorito 

Evins, Tenn. 

Podell 

Walsh 

Frelinghuysen 

Railsback 

Young, Tex. 

Fulton 

Harick 

Zwach 


So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The Cleric announced the following 
pairs : 

On this vote; 

Mr. Hubert for, with Ms . Matcalfe against. 

Mr. Podell for, with Mr. Conyers against. 

Mr. Dent for, with Mrs Collins of Illinois 
against. 

Mr. Rooney of New York lor, with Mr. 
Biegle agalns;. 

Mr. Rhodes for, with Mr. Harrington 
against. 

Until further notice : 

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Gray. 

Mr. Rarlck with Mr. Y rung of Teixas. 

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Jannan. 

Mr. Moss V7ith Mr. Wash. 

Mr. Carey of New York with Mrs. Burke of 
California. 

Mr. Burton with Mr Taylor of MlssourL 

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. 
Arends. 

Mr. Stubblefield with .Mr. Steiger of Ari- 
zona. 

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Pr-3linghuysen. 

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Andrews of North 
Dakota. 

Mr. Vlgorito with Mr. .Skubltz. 

Mr. Van Deerlln with Mr. Anderson of 
Illinois. 

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Soherle. 

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Delaney. 

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Railstack. 

Mr. Shipley with Mr, C lancy. 

Mr. Ryan with Mr, Mic’iel. 

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Shriver. 

Mr. Alexander with Mr Don H. Clausen. 

Mr. Reid with Mr. Schneebell. 

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Keating. 

Mr. Legget; with Mr. Harvey. 

Mr. Evins of Tennessee urlth Mr. Gubser. 

Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Mailliard. 

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Martin of 
Nebraska. 

Mr. Aspin with Mr. Zwa.h. 

The resu.t of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENTS IN DESAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 3: Page 2, line 16, 
insert of which not so exceed $9,900,000 
shall be transferred to aopropriate accounts 
under this head for the fiscal years 1969, 
1971, and 1972 but only in such amounts as 
are necessary for payments to the Internal 
Revenue Service for i iipald withholding 
taxes, and tee accounts in such fiscal yeius 
shaU be ad]i;.sted accordingly.". 

MOTION OFFERED ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Wpeaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Cleric read as follows; 


Approved For Release 2001/08/30 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000500260014-8 



Aoproved For Release 2001/08/30 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000500260014-8 
1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


December 20, 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendnjent of 
the Senate numbered 3 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment In disagreement. 
The Clerk read as. tollows : 

Senate amendment No. 9: Page 6, line 2, 
strike out “$1,808,832,000” and Insert "$1,- 
807,832,000;”. 

MOnON OJTEBED BY ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 9 and concur therein 
with an amendment, sis follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert “$1,- 
802,832,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows : ’ 

Senate amendment No. 13: Page is, line 8, 
strike out “$6,133,747,000” and Insert “$6,- 
153,747,000:” 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 13 and concur therein 
with an amenjdment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert “$6,- 
214,697,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 15: Page 8, line 18, 
insert “: Provided, further. That the Secre- 
tary of the Army may transfer up to 6 per 
centum of the amount of any subdivision of 
this appropriation to any other subdivision of 
this appropriation, but no subdivision may 
thereby be Increased by more than 10 per 
centum and the Secretary of the Army shall 
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers 
made pursuant to this authority. 

MOTION OFFEREB BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read a.s follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 15 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the matter proposed. Insert “: 
Provided further. That the Secretary of the 
Army may transfer up to 3 per centum of 
the amount of any subdivision of this ap- 
propriation to any other subdivision of this 
appropriation, but no subdivision may there- 
by be Increased by more than 5 per centum 
and the Secretary of the Army shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 23 : Page 7, line 14, 
strike out “$6,023,200,000” and insert “$6,013,- 
683,000 : ”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 23 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert "$6,004,. 
950,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 26: Page 8, line 4, 
strike out the word "more” and Insert “less”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

. Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 26 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Senate amendment No. 27: Page 8, line 6, 
Insert “and not less than $359,919,000 shall 
be available for the performance of such 
work In private shipyards:”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 27 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 28: Page 8, line 12, 
insert “: Provided further. That the Secre- 
tary of the Navy may transfer up to 5 per 
centum of the amount of any subdivisions of 
this appropriation to any other subdivision 
of this appropriation, but no subdivision may 
thereby be increased by more than 10 per 
centum and the Secretary of the Navy shall 
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers 
made pursuant to this authority, 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 28 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed. Insert “: 
Provided further. That the Secretary of the 
Navy may transfer up to 3 per centum of the 
amount of any subdivision of this appropria- 
tion to any other subdivision of this appro- 
priation, but no subdivision may thereby be 
increased by more than 5 per centum and 
the Secretary of the Navy shall notify the 
Congress promptly of all transfers made pur- 
suant to this authority.” 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 34: On page 9, 
after line 7, insert “ : Provided further. That 
the Secretary of the Navy may transfer up 
to 5 per centum of the amount of any sub- 
division of this appropriation to any other 
subdivision of this appropriation, but no sub- 
division may thereby be increased by more 
than 10 per centum and the Secretary of the 
Navy shall notify the Congress promptly of 
all transfers mad^ pursuant to this authority. 


H1L621 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 34 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed. Insert ": 
Provided further. That the Secretary of the 
Navy may transfer up to 3 per centum of 
the amount of any subdivision of this appro- 
priation to any other subdivision of this 
appropriation, but no subdivision may 
thereby be Increased by more than 5 per 
centum and the Secretary of the Navy shall 
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers 
made pursuant to this authority.” 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Senate amendment No. 35: On page 9, line 
18, strike out “$1,124,154,000” and insert In 
lieu thereof “$117,192,000”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 35 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert "$1 - 
108,442,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 36: On page 9, line 
20, strike out “$1,014,091,000” and Insert In 
lieu thereof "$1,014,082,000”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 36 and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert "$1,- 
006,332,000.” 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 39: On page 9, 
line 23, strike out “$2,318,938,000” and Insert 
hi lieu thereof “$2,311,568,000”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 39 and concur therein 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$2 - 
304,868,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 44: On page 10, line 
7, Insert “, to be expended on the approval 
or authority of the Secretary of the Air Force, 
and payments may be made on his certificate 
of necessity for confidential military pur- 
poses, and his determination shall be final 
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and conC’.uslve upon the accounting officers 
of the Ck'vemment:”. 

MonoN orrEEEO bt mr. mahon 

Mr. INilAHON. Mr. Speaker. I offer a 
motion. 

The Cerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mab:on moves that tJis House lecede 
from Its aisagreement to the amendment of 
the Senai* numbered 44 and. concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert “. to 
be ejqjeniied on the approval or authoi ity of 
the Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 
may be loade on his certificate of necessity 
for confUlential military purposet:". 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment In disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 45: Page 1( . line 
14, Insert “: Provided /urther. That ihe Sec- 
retary of the Air Force may transfer up to 
5 per centum of the amount of any subdlyi- 
Bion of this appropriation to any othe:.’ sub- 
division of this appropriation, but no sub- 
division may thereby be Increased hy more 
than 10 per centum and the Secretary of the 
Air BVsrce shall notify the Congress promptly 
of all transfers made pursuant to this au- 
thority.”. 

MOTION OtTEEED BY.MK, MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I oler a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 45 and concur therein 
with an amendment, a.s follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed. Insert 
”: ProvUled further, That the Secretary of 
the Air Fjrce may transfer up to 3 per centum 
of the amount of any subdivision of this ap- 
propriation to any other subdivision of this 
approprUvtlon, but no subdivision may there- 
by be mmeased by more than 5 per centum 
and the Secretary of the Air Force shivll no- 
tify the Congress promptly of all transfers 
made pursuant to this authority.”. 

The niotion was agreed to. 

The f®*EAKER. The Clerk will report 
the nest amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 49: Page 11, Ihie 

12, strike ‘‘$450,869,000" and insert, in lieu 
thereof ‘‘$448,169,000’'. 

MOTION OJTEEEO BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I cffer a 
niotion. 

The Clerk read a.s follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its aisagreement to the amendment of 
the Sens.t© numbered 49 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lltu of the sum proposed. Insert 
■■$446,85‘,i,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The fSPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The (Jlerk read as follows; 

Senate amendment No. 60: Page !1, line 

13, strike ‘‘$1,650,408,000” and insert In lieu 
thereof ‘‘$1,456,198,000”. 

MOTION OFTEBEO BY ME. MAHOtr 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer u 
motion, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon movm that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendrient of 
the Semite numbered 60 and concur therein 
with am amendment, as follovei: 

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert 
‘‘$1,464,888,000”. 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Tlie Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows; 

Senate iunendment Afo. 61: Page 11, line 
13, insert ", to be expended on the approval 
or authority of the Sec.retary of Defense, and 
payment may lie made on his certificate of 
necessity for ocnfidential military purpo3e.s, 
and his determination .shall be final and con- 
clusive upon tile accounting officers of the 
Ctovernment: 

MOTION OFPEKED BY ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
f rom Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 51 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu ol the matter proposed, insert to 
be expended on the approval or authority of 
the Secretary of Defense, and payment may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military ptirposes”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SE»EAIi:ER. Tlie Clerk will report 
the next ame:adment in disagreement. 
The Clerk lead as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 62: Page 11, Hue 
1:3, Insert Provided further. That the Sec- 
retary of Defense may transfer up to a 5 per 
t entum of the amount of any subdivision of 
this appropriation to any other subdivision 
of this appropriiation, but no subdivision may 
thereby be Increased by more than 10 per 
centum and tlie Secretary of Defense shall 
notify the Gongreas promptly of all transfers 
made pursuant, to this authority. 

MOTION OFFEEED BY MB. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
i rom Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered Ji2 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert ”: 
Provided further, ‘That the Secretary of De- 
:ense may transfer up i;o 3 per centum of the 
amount of any subdivision of this appropria- 
tion to any other subd ivision of this appro- 
priation, but rio subdi vision may thereby be 
increased by more than 6 per centum and the 
Secretary of Defense shall notify the Cion- 
gress promptly of all transfers made pursuant 
to this authority.”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAISER. The Clerk will report 
the next ameiidmeni in disagreement. 
The Clerk i'ea.d as lollows; 

Senate amen dment No. 65: Page 13. line 19, 
strike “$223,000,000” and insert in lieu there- 
of “$222,800,000. 

MOTION OPFEEEIl BY ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as l ollows ; 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 56 and concur therein 
with an amenclment, B,i> follows ; 

In lieu of tbie sum proposed, insert '■:fi22l 
900,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as .follows : 

Senate amendment No. 56: Page 14, line 
12: Strike “$624,000,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof ' $523,839,000”. 


MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from its disaijreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 5i> and concur therein 
with an ame:adment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed, inseit 
“$524,400,000 ’. 

The motlcii wa.s agreed to. 

The SPEikKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Senate amendment No, 58: Page 16, line 9, 
insert: 

CONTiNCENCtE;;, Defense 
For emergencies and extraordinary ex- 
penses arising In the Department of Defennc, 
to be expended on. the approval or authority 
of the Secrettiry of Defense and such expenses 
may be acooiuited for solely on his certificate 
that the expenditures wer ; necessary for con- 
fidential military purposes; $5,000,000: Pro- 
vided, That £» report of disbursements under 
this Item o4 appropriation shall be made 
quarterly to (Jongress. 

MOTION OFFERED El: ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAEON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follow‘s: 

Mr. Mahoh moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 58 and concur therein 
with an amendment, a£i follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert; 

OONTINGENCIES. DEFENSE 

For emeigencles and extraordinary ex- 
penses arising In the Dep:,irtmeut of Defense, 
to be expended on the approval or authority 
of the Secnitary of Defense and such ex- 
penses may he accounted for solely on his 
certificate tb.at the exper dltures were neces- 
sary for confidential military purposes: 
$5,000,000. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will reixiri: 
the next aiaendmrait in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows; 

Senate amendment N i. 62: On page 19, 
line 14, strife out “$46,100,000 wh:lch shall 
be derived by taransfer from ‘Procurement of 
Ammunitlor , Army 1973/1975’ ” an.d insert 
in lieu thereof: “$146,000,000, of which $100,- 
000,000 shall be derived by transfer ifrom the 
Army Stock Fund, aac $46,100,000 which 
shall be derived by transfer from ‘Procure- 
ment of Anrmunltlon. Army, 1973/1975’,”. 
MOTION OFFERED H i ME, MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as lollows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
frc«n its disagreement ti the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 62 and concur therein. 

The motion -was agre ed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate araendment No. 71: On page 24. 
line 30, strike out “$2,693,800,000” and inseFt 
in lieu theruof “$2,470,900,000”. 

MOTICN OFFEBEJ) BY ME. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Ml', Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. M.ihcn moves that the House recede 
Irom Its disagreement to tlie amendment of 
the Senate :Tumbered 71 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 
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In llevx of the sum proposed, Insert “$2,- 
720,400.000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER? The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows; 

Senate amendment No. 75: On page 26, 
line 14, strike out "$1,605,600,000” and Insert 
In lieu thereof “$1,589,300,000”. 

MOTION, OFFERED BT MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate niunhered 75 and concur there- 
in with art amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert 
‘•$1,642,700,000”. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 78: On page 27, line 
18, Insert “and In addition, $3,500,000 to be 
derived by transfer from Hesearch, De- 
velopment, Test, and Evaluation, Army, 
1973/1974’,”. 

MOTION OITERED BY MB. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 78 and concur 
therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAt^R. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment In disagreement. 

The Cierk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 79 : On page 28, line 
2, strike out "$2,616,065,000” and Insert In 
lieu thereof “$2,647,945,000”. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Mr. Mahon moves that the House recede 
from Its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 79 and concur therein 
with art amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed. Insert “$2,- 
651,805,000". 

The motion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the votes by 
which action Was taken on the confer- 
ence report and the several motions was 
laid on the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, 1 would 
like to amend the unanimous-consent re- 
quest which I made earlier and ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members be per- 
mitted to have 5 legislative days in which 
' to revise and extend’theiWremarks on the 
conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? ' 

There was no objection. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 11771, 

foreign assistance appro- 
priations, FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Sppaker, pursuant 
to the unanimous -consent request that 


was granted yesterday, I call up the con- 
ference report on the bill (H.R. 11771) 
making appropriations for Foreign As- 
sistance and related programs for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana?, 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

(For conference report and statement, 
see proceedings of the House of Decem- 
ber 19 1973.) 

Mr. PASSMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the further reading of the state- 
ment of the managers be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, in my 
considered judgment, this is the best bal- 
anced foreign aid Wll it has been my 
privilege to bring back to this House 
since I became chairman 19 years ago. 

I am sure that Members would like 
to know that the conference report is 
$53,478,000 below the House bill that we 
passed with a very substantial margin 
a few days ago. 

The conference report is $1,212,483,000 
below the budget request. This is a large 
reduction. 

There are one or two things I would 
like to bring to the attention of the Mem- 
bers and that is, in the conference we had 
a determined group of conferees on eith- 
er side trying to streamline this bill— 
not to wreck it, but to streamline it; and 
make the administrators just as respon- 
sible as could be. 

I stated in the committee, and of ne- 
cessity I must restate for the record at 
this time, that we have actually reduced 
the administrative expense of AID far 
too low. They just cannot operate the 
AID program and administer the pro- 
gram with the administrative expenses 
we have allowed. 

Therefore, I contend that any other 
accounts can be used to supplement the 
administrative expenses and other op- 
erating costs if justified to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of the House and 
the Senate. 

This is in keeping with the Intent of 
the House and the Senate conferees. I 
mentioned the Appropriation Commit- 
tees, because the authorizing committees 
had previously authorized a higher fig- 
ure for administrative expenses than 
that agreed upon by the House and the 
Senate conferees handling the appro- 
priation. 

Furthermore, the authorizing legisla- 
tion permitted transfers, as mentioned 
above. In the conference of December 19, 
I stated categorically that we were deny- 
ing the administration sufficient funds 
for the administrative expenses for the 
AID program. 

Today I discussed this matter again 
with Senator Inohye, and it is my un- 
derstanding he concurs with my views, 
that if the AID Agency can establish that 


the amount appropriated is insufficient 
and can justify additional funds for the 
administrative expense by transfer, that 
he would have no quarrel with this pro- 
cedure. 

Now, there is one other significant 
change that we made in conference, and 
that is, with respect to the aid for Israel. 
Members may recall that the House bill 
called for $2.2 billion in emergency mili- 
tary assistance for Israel, with $1 bil- 
lion being on a grant basi.s. After, I am 
assured, lohg deliberations in the other 
body, the Senate provided that $1.5 bil- 
lion should be on a grant basis and the 
other $700 million on credit terms that 
can be worked out according to the leg- 
islation on the books. 

I certainly supported this amendment 
in conference, because when I look at 
the amount of military assistance we 
have given world-wide and I look at the 
very fact that we have never given Israel 
any grant military assistance as such, I 
think this is fair compromise. We have 
made sales to Israel and the record in- 
dicates they have never been delinquent 
on the repayment of any of their obliga- 
tions covering these credits; so the con- 
ference committee went along with this 
proposal. 

I thought we were right, because this 
nation is. Indeed, an ally of the United 
States. 

As I said when I reported the bill, and 
I repeat here, if Israel should go down 
the drain, that in my considered judg- 
ment it is just a matter of time until all 
the Arab nations, including 150 million 
people, would come under the domina- 
tion of the Russians. With that would 
go a great portion of the Mediterranean, 
the Suez Canal, and 70 percent of the 
known oil reserves of the world. 

So in reality, in providing ample mili- 
tary assistance for Israel, I think we are 
putting an umbrella over the entire Arab 
world and in due time, I believe it would 
be accepted on that basis. 

At this time I will yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Shuster). 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, did I im- 
defstand the gentleman to say a few 
moments ago that in his view there is an 
adequate funding for the administration 
of the AID programs? Because of that 
aid, the administrator would be able to 
take moneys from other areas of appro- 
riations to use in the administration of 
the program? 

Mr. PASSMAN. The authorizing legis- 
lation had transfer authority, but in 
conference we locked it up to where they 
could not draw on other funds if they 
should become short. Knowing some- 
thing about what is costs to administer 
the program, I felt we had cut it too 
low, that we had locked them out and 
they would not be able to administer 
the program on the amount of funds we 
had provided in conference. 

I further stated, and I think that is 
the way the record reads, at a subsequent 
date if and vvhen they feel that they 
must have additional funds, then they 
must be justified by the Appropriations 
Committees of the Congress. If they can 
justify additional funds, the committee 
may draw those funds from othef 
sources. 
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Mr, PAfSSMAN, Xt, can go up to 25 


Mr. SHUSTER. But, they have already 
jusUfieii those to the Committees of the 
Congrc!®, and this House would not have 
an oppj>rtunlty to vote on the matter, is 
that cortect? 


confere:ice agree with me that we have 
cut it bj the extent that they jus; can- 
not adnilnister the program. I am not a 
foreign aid enthusiast, but I am a realist,, 
and we camrot expect them to adminis- 
ter the 3 >rogram unless they get sufacient 
administrative funds. 

I think the case is well made, and I am 
sure that when they come before the 
Congress, they will have to have very 
good justiflcatlons because Senator- 
INOTTSTE is just as determined as I am 
that we should streamline the program. 

If I may return briefly to the ouestiou 
of Israel, I would not want to mislead 
the Merabers. We also provided $50 mil- 
lion in the bill for Israel under sui)port- 
Ing assistance; $36,500,000 for the So- 
viet Jevrish refugees, and $300 million 
for military credit sales. So, all in all, 
Mr. Speaker, may I repeat that I think 
this is a well balanced bUl. The con.Ceree,s 
worked vsy hard to balance the bill out, 
to bring a conference report back which 
the Members could support. 

Mr. BINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PASSMAN. 1 yield to the g.m tie- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
Uke to craw the attention of the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
to page 11 of the report, amendment 44. 
It has language that is unusual, not with- 
out precedent put nevertheless imusual. 
It iimkes the availability of funds for 
Israel dmtingent upon the enactment 
of authorizing legislation. 

Mr, PAl^MAN. That is con’ect, and 
the legislation is on the Senate fleor at 
this time, and it is my imderstariding, 
and we were assured yester day by the 
conferees from the Senate, that this leg- 
islation would be enacted Into law. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the rea- 
son I draw the gentleman’s attention to 
this Iai;.guage is in the hope tliat a 
clarlflcailon can be made in the event 
that ths! authorizing legislation lias a 
figure Id It lower than the amount au- 
thorized to be appropriated by this con- 
ference report 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
respond to the gentleman? If the House 
and the Senate voted $2,200,000,01)0, it 
is locked hi at that figure. The only ques- 
tion is as to whether or not we have an 
authorizjition bill. If we do not get an 
authorization bill, of course, none of the 
funds ea:a be spent 

Mr. FENDLEY. But suppose th€ au- 
thorization bill in its final form as signed 
by the President has a figure, let us say, 
of $1 billion as opposed to $2.2 billion. 
Which vdll be the limit on appropria- 
tions? 

I raise: that question because Ir. the 
normal rationale of our legislative proc- 
esses, the authorization figure is a liralta- 
tion on the Congr^, not on the ejiecu- 
tive braEch. 


So, if the limitation placed in the au- 
thorization bill is lower than that in this 

conference report 

Mr. PASSMAN. M;-. Speaker, inasmuch 
as we waive the provision in the bill and 


.ng legislation, because we agreed in con- 
ference tliat we wo ld have to abid<! by 
ohe authoriza tion bill. If they cut ths aii- 
ihorization bill to $200 to Israel, then 
5200 is exactly what they will get. They 
•vill never do that, though; they wiil 
lever go that low. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mi Speaker, my second 
luestion-— and I am glad to have Uiat 
clarification — there i.s also a provision 
n it which purports to establish a limit 
• in grants considerably higher in the 
House version. 

Mr. PASSliIAN. I'lc, it does not say 
ihat. It says, “not more than” so much 
■vill be available for grants. I think ihat 
-s the way it reads. 

Mr. FINDLEY. There is a limitation on 
f;rants of $1.5 billion, as proposed by the 
Senate, Instead of $:i billion, as proposed 
by the House. 

Now, here again, let us speculate and 
assume tliat the authorizing language 
liolds to the lower fiiuure. 

Mr. PASSM AN. Then we would have to 
abide by the lower figure. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for hi;; clarification. 

Mr. -GROSS. Mr Speaker, will the 
gentleman ykild? 

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from loiva for a question. 

Mr. GROS5i. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
i;entleman for yieldirg. 

I believe the gentle , nan said something 
ibout $700 million being subfect to 
terms and conditicuus. What kind of 
terms and what kind of conditions are 
v/e talking about? 

Mr. PASSldAN. Under the regular 
military credit sales program, as I im- 
cerstand it, 10 years is the maximum 
length of the credits at the ongoing rate 
tf interest. Le;t me just refer to the re- 
tort and see if there has been any mod- 
lacatlons in tliat. 

The House committee in reporting this 
till out, on a motion made by my good 
friend, tlie gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Ml-. Conte), agreed that we ex- 
tend the terms to Isr;iel to 25 years, and 
let me say to the gentleman that I .sup- 
ported it, because around the world we 
will find that many nations, conducting 
theh- business, even for commodities, arc 
going up to 25 years. I think it wa;; a 
good motion, and I iiope it can soon be 
put into effect. 

The report language says that in view 
of the predicted economic difficulties of 
tiie State of Israel, the committee rec- 
ommends a maximum credit repayment 
period of 25 years for that nation. 

I hope that can be implemented fully 
so that it may Ibe carr ied out. 

Mr. GROSS. Does tliat provide a grace 
period, 10 years witli no interest? 

Mr. PASSMAN. No. Hiere is no con- 
cession marked out as such in this bill. 

Mr. GROSS. But it is a 25-year loan: 
is that right? 


.Years. 

Mr. i^xvi-yoo. J. 1 , cun go up to 25 .years. 
Mr. Spesiker, I will ask the gentleman, 
is it not trie that Israel owes the United 
States $1 billion as of now ? 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr ftJeaker, I do net 
know ju.st 'vhat the te .al indebtedness is. 

I can state to the gf ntleman that over 
a period of tows we made military loans 
to Israel for militar;- equipment. The 
terms have been lov/ei- in some instance-, 
but they have never t een delinquent on 
one dollar. 

I checked the fi.guns recently, and I 
fou^ they paid $218 million to t.he 
United States on their indebtecLness up 
to last year. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I raissixike 
myself. I said, “As of now.” They owed 
us $1 billion before th:; war broke out in 
the Middle East; is thsjt not correct? 

Mr. PASSMAN. My guess is that it is 
even greater than $1 billion. 

Mr. GROSS. It Is creater than that 
amount now, that Is for sure. 

Mr. PASSMAN. They have been able 
to pay theie indebtecbiess up-to-date. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has a right 
to be critical of this, but I will tell the 
gentleman that we h.-ive a true ally in 
Israel, and if we ever let Israel go down 
the drain, w-e will find that 150 million 
Arabs and all of the Arabian nations 
will come under the domination of the 
Soviets and Soviet Ru.ssia will gain all of 
those oil reserves, as well as the Suez 
Canal. 

Mr. GROSS. Tliat i-s. of course, an as- 
sumption ntade by the gentleman. He is 
entitled to his c^inlcm concerning what 
will happen, and I am entitled to my 
opinion concerning what will happen. 

Mr. PASS3MAN. It is only an asssump- 
tion on the gentleman’s part, and it is 
based on observation. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman does not 
have a scintilla of evidence to tw-ck up 
what he says. 

Mr. PAS£3MAN. The gentleman from 
Iowa and I do have a 1 at of fun arguing 
about these things. 

Perhaps I should sim ply wish the gen- 
tleman a Merry Christmas and termi- 
nate the dif cusslon. 

Mr. GROfSS. I did not think the gentle- 
man would '*rant to continue it veiry long. 

Mr. PASEIMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, if that is the way he 
wishes to leave it. 

Mr. LONG of Marylrnd. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PASSMAN. I yldd to the gentle- 
man from kiiiryland for a question. 

Mr. LONCr of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

’The gentiianan from ’teuisiana .feels as 
I do, am I correct, that it is very impoi-- 
tant that 70 percent of the world’s oil 
.supply should not fall under the control 
of Russia or even imder the influence of 
Russia; is titat not so? 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say that I have led the fight for the 
funds for Israel. Of course it is Important 
to keep the oil supplies f ree from H,ussian 
domination. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 


Mr. B'ASSMAN. Not on that par ; of it. 
It is vsy minor, compared with the over- 
all bill, and I ttiink the memlKrs of the 


the House bill was handled by rule on 
this floor, thisn of course we would liave 
to abide by v.hatevt r is in the authuriz- 
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original Sepate amendment, under the 
special responsibilities of the Secretary. 

WELFARE p;CIPIENTS 

Mr. President, I was pleased that we 
were able to reach agreement with the 
House on language in the joint explana- 
tory statement with regard to special 
consideration for v/elfare recipients in 
filling EEA jobs. I had authored a pro- 
vision on the Senate floor to the S. 1560, 
which provided for due consideration for 
welfare recipients in filling EEA jobs, 
but I believe the joint statement lan- 
gue,ge adequately addresses my concern. 
It states: 

The Senate amendment requires that due 
consideration be given to the employment of 
welfare recipients. The House amendment 
has no comparable provision. The Senate 
recedes, but In the understanding that wel- 
fare recipients are eligible for consideration 
for employment, and may be eligible for spe- 
cial consideration under paragraph 7 of sec- 
tion 205. 

INFORM ATIOKT FOE BILINGUAL PERSONS 

While a bilingual information provi- 
sion I authored in S. 1560 as adopted by 
the Senate mandating the provision of 
Information in appropriate areas regard- 
ing public service job availability for in- 
dividuals of limited English-speaking 
ability in their primary language was 
not specifically retained in the confer- 
ence report. 

I believe several other provisions of the 
conference report express the intention 
of the Congress in that regard, particu- 
larly sections 105(a)(1)(D), 105(a)(2), 
105(a)(3)(A), 107(a)(1) (A) (Vi), 104, 
305 (b) (B) , and, with particular direct 
Impact for title II public service jobs pro- 
grams, section 209(2) of the bill. 

TITLE I — COMPREHENSIVE MANPOWER SERVICES 
PRIME SPONSORS . . 

Mr. President, both the House and 
Senate bills recognized the overwhelm- 
ing argument for decentralization of 
manpower programs. Throughout the 
last several years that I have worked on 
this legislation, I have heard inumera- 
ble witnesses urge that local communi- 
ties be free to design and operate their 
ovra manpower programs within a de- 
centralized manpower system. There are 
presently over 10,000 separate contracts 
which are administered , by the Depart- 
ment of Labor under the Economic Op- 
portunity Act of 1964 and the Manpower 
Development and Training Act of 1962. 
Local, oflicials were adamant that ttiis 
new legislation not make them subordi- 
nate to a system operated, basically, by 
the 50 Governors. I believe the confer- 
ence report has fully and successfully 
reconciled all th^se concerns. 

In the Seimte version of S. 1559, I 
authored a prevision — identical to one 
I authored in 1^0 and which was re- 
tained in the vetoed bill sent to the 
President that year — which provided, 
that, when two units of general purpose 
government both qualified with regard to 
population as prime sponsors, such as a 
city within a county in which both the 
t ity and the county qualified by popula- 
iion. The Secretary was directed to 
designate to serve as prime sponsor for 
the common area, the unit which could 
more effectively carry out the respon- 


sibilities of a prime sponsor under the 
act. I saw this as a mechanism to limit 
unnecessary and duplicative program 
administrators — thereby enabling more 
Federal dollars to go into jobs and job 
training — and a way of maximizing the 
use of experienced program sponsors. 

Unfortunately, this time the House 
conferees were unwilling to accept any 
such provision, nor would they accept a 
modification I offered to provide that 
in limited exceptional circumstances, 
where the larger unit of government 
containing a smaller unit — both with 
an eligible population — manifested a 
“clearly superior” capability for carrying 
out the purposes of the act, the Secre- 
tary could designate the large unit as 
the prime sponsor. 

I believe that this modification would 
have resulted in more effective program 
administration. However, I am hopeful 
that the Secretary will fully utilize his 
authority under section 103(b) — the pro- 
vision which reserves not more than 5 
percent of the appropriated fxmds to 
the Secretary to encourage voluntary 
combinations of units of government as 
described in section 102(3) — to urge such 
combinations. And I urge Governors to 
make recommendations for such com- 
binations to the Secretary inappropriate 
situations as they are entitled to do under 
the conference provision. 

It should be stressed, Mr. President, 
that this provision is applicable not only 
to contiguous cities or counties, but to 
cities and counties in situations such as 
I just described. I would, thus, very 
strongly urge the Secretary to urge com- 
binations in such situations before des- 
ignating as prime sponsor the smaller 
unit submitting or approvable compre- 
hensive manpower plan, because I sin- 
cerely believe that such combinations can 
result, in many instances, in more effec- 
tive, economical, and efficient programs. 

An example of the type of situation 
where I think the Secretary could effec- 
tively foster such a combination is in 
Alameda County, Calif. 

In Alameda (iounty, there are several 
communities which will qualify as prime 
sponsors under the 100,000 population 
requirements of the conference report — 
Berkeley, Oakland, and Hayward, for 
example. The county, in this Instance, 
has had a long history of program re- 
sponsibility in the manpower area, and 
up until very recently, administered the 
manpower programs for all the cities in 
the county. It would be foolish, I think, 
to now turn around and designate four 
prime sponsors where there previously 
had been only one — necessitating ex- 
penditurep for four separate program 
administrations and so forth. 

I would hope, Mr. President, that in 
areas such as this, the Secretary would 
use his 103(b) Incentive money to en- 
courage cities and coimties to form a 
combination prime sponsorship — thereby 
eliminating unnecessary duplication and 
waste. 

LINKS TO REAL JOBS 

Mr. President, the biggest single fail- 
ing of adult manpower training programs 
in the past has been the failure, with the 
obvious exception of Emergency Employ- 
ment Act programs — to provide strong 


linkages to real jobs. For too often man- 
power trainees have been funneled from 
one “training” program to another. 

Because I was so concerned about this," 
I offered two amendments to the Senate 
bill — adopted in committee and included 
in the Senate version of S. 1559 that went 
to conference, first, providing priority 
in funding for training programs in 
which strong job commitments had been 
obtained by the prime sponsors, and, sec- 
ond, requiring the prime sponsor to follow 
up on such commitments by conditioning 
future funding on the ability of the spon- 
sor to demonstrate that it had done 
everything possible to place the success- 
ful trainee in such employment or Itself 
to employ the trainee. 

After much discussion, Mr. President, I 
believe we were able to work out a min- 
imally acceptable oompromlse requiring 
that training and OJT programs, wher- 
ever possible, lead to meaningful jobs at 
decent wages. I hope the Secretary will 
implement this provision in a most ag- 
gressive fashion. The joint explanator 
statement clearly reflects the very strong 
concern of the conferees in this regard. 
It states: 

The Senate amendment requires the estab- 
lishment of program goals, a description of 
employment and training needs and that pri- 
ority be given to programs where public and 
private employers make employment com- 
mitments to prospective participants. The 
House amendment also requires that prime 
sponsors receiving funds under title II, as 
well as this title. Integrate their title II pro- 
grams with activities financed under title 
I. The conference compromise adopts the 
provisions of the House amendment, as well 
as the provisions of the Senate amendment 
on establishing goals and a provision re- 
quiring, wherever possible, that training lead 
to employment providing economic self- 
sufflclenoy. 

LABOR MARKET INFORMATION AND COMPUTER 
JOB BANK 

Mr. President, I was very pleased that 
the conference report retained the pro- 
visions in the Senate bill with respect to 
the development of more adequate labor 
market Information. This provision de- 
rives from a provision I originally au- 
thored in S. 3311 in the 92d Congress, 
which I have reintroduced again this year 
as S. 793, the proposed “Public Service 
Employment Act of 1973.” In order to as- 
sure Implementation of this important 
provision, I had added in committee a 
provision mandating a set-aside of funds 
to begin the difficult and detailed task 
outlined in the Senate provision. This set- 
aside was retained in section 312 of the 
conference report. 

Also contained in section 312 of the 
conference bill, is a provision directing 
the Secretary to establish a computerized 
job bank and matching system — ^utilizing 
the job listing requirements of section 
2012(a) of title 38 of the United States 
Code, which I described earlier in my 
remarks — and the title 38 linkup part 
which I had authored in the Senate bill. 

BILINGUAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS 

Mr. President, I would like to express 
my appreciation for the able assistance 
of Congressman Badillo in helping me 
effect a good compromise between the 
two bills with regard to the I’equired com- 
ponents of manpower and employment 
programs for limited English-speaking 
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people under the ne'.v act. The Conf:ress- 
man ha^l authored a provision in the 
House bill similar in intent to a profusion 
I had authored in the Senate bill, specify- 
ing the componentt; of such bilingual- 
type programs. 

The joint explanatory statement dis- 
cusses t’lis provision as follows: 

The Senate amendment requires the Secre- 
tary to establish procedures to insure that 
programs for person; of limited English 
speaking ability provide such training and 
supportive services as will increase employ- 
ment and training opportunities for them. 
These prC'Cedures^shall also provide that pro- 
grams for such people emphasize occupations 
that do not require proficiency in Er.glish, 
emphasize technical English vocabulary nec- 
e.ssary fer specific occupations, tr.aln bi- 
lingual Instructors and otherwise establish, 
maintain and operate programs to Increase 
employment and advancement opportunities 
for persons of limited English speaking abil- 
ity. The House amendment provides that in 
carrying out his special responslbllitUs the 
Secretary shall establish procedures to In- 
sure that programs for such persons wfl In- 
crease their employment and training op- 
portunities.' The Senate receded In light of 
the agree:nent in section 301 (b) . 

Basically, what the conference provi- 
sion represents in 301(b) are the cmcial 
components of the Senate provision- 
including, provision of job training serv- 
ices at alternative times, so that pres- 
ently employed individual would have an 
opportunity to learn new skills; pro- 
grams designed to increase tlie promo- 
tional opportunities of limited English- 
speaking people; programs teaching 
skills which do not require a high pro- 
ficiency in English; programs teaching 
specific English technical vocabulai-y 
necessary to the performance of certain 
occupations: and the conduct in the 
primary language of participants ol pro- 
grams themselves, and the provistm of 
information about jobs and job training 
programs, including conduct of outi-each 
programs to enroll those needing such 
programs, using the participants’ pri- 
mary language. 

Mr. Pi'esident, I think we have a good 
provision here, and I would hope that 
the Secretary will carry out his respon- 
sibilities under it very vigorously, and 
promote new and innovative bilingual 
manpower and employment programs 
both as national emphasis programs, 
and to iK! carried out by title I prime 
sponsors and title II eligible applicants. 


tions” which includes an exempltflcation 
of several programs which I believe are 
“of dehiDn,3trated eflfectiveness”— includ- 
ing jobs for progress — SER — ^a program 
which I beUeve should be retained in the 
many commirnities it has so effectively 
served, and opportunities industrializa- 
tion centers and community action ac- 
tions, also of long experience in carrj'- 
iiig out manpower and training pro- 
grams. 

Finally, in this sanie connection, after 
long debate the House conferees accepted 
a compromise between versions which I 
and Congressman Stiiger offered to con- 
tinue the Senate bill requirement of 
mandatory local mianpower advisory 
comicils appropriately representative of 
local poverty, community-based, labor 
and business groups, and other appro- 
priate groups and Inlierests. The Senate 
till included provisions I authored spe- 
cifically including representatives of vet- 
erans on the local councils, as well as on 
the State councils to be established un- 
der section 107(a)(1), and on the Na- 
tional Manpower Policy Commission, es- 
tablished under section 105(a) (1) , of the 
conference rejjort. The exclusion of this 
specification w’as in no way intended to 
discourage such veterans representation 
cn these councils, which would obviously 
be approprial:e given the great stress 
placed on the employment and training 
r eeds of veterans throughout the con- 
ference report, which I discussed earlier. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, we fciave a bill. We have 
a good bill. It is one which has been care- 
fully scrutinized. I urge my colleagues to 
support the conference report — so that 
v/e may get on with this so desparately 
needed manpower program reform. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Mr. Nelson) and the Senator 
from New York (Mr. Javits), the chair- 
man and ranking minority members of 
the Manpower Subcommittee of the 
(iommittee on Labor and Public Welfare 
on which I serve for the excellent job 
they have done on this very Important 
legislation. I have had the privilege of 
working wdth them J:rom the inception 
of the bill tn subcommittee through con- 
ference and know firsthand of the tre- 
mendous effort and leiadership they have 
shown in producing a bill which w"!!! 
go a long way toward helping the unem- 


Developmer.t and Training Act and the 
Economic Opportunit.y Act to those 
under the proposed, Comprehensive Em- 
ployment and Training Act. 

I interprtt section 3 of the bill as re- 
ported by the conference to mean that 
there will tc no lessening of manpower 
training efforts as we phase from the old 
program authority into the new com- 
prehensive program. I take section 3 to 
mean that under the authority existing 
prior to June 30, 1973, programs may 
continue to be funded up to midnight 
June 30, 1974, and that they may there- 
after run their full and formal course. 
I also assume that witli the language of 
section 3, my colleagues on the confer- 
ence committee mean to protect the Fed- 
eral inve.sment made in programs under 
the old manpower authority by assuring 
that there will be adequate staff in 
appropriate agencies — the State depart- 
ments of education, for example — to 
assure that ongoing programs will be 
adequately monitored and that there will 
be sufficient program staff to insure the 
efficient phase-down in programs under 
the old authority into that of the new. 

Fortunately through the past 10 years 
of program operations under the MDTA, 
Indiana has, developed a fine manpower 
capability. This resourc;e will, I am sure, 
be invaluable as we phase into and then 
get the new compreiiensive program 
going. At the present time the State 
Board of 'Vccational and Technical Edu- 
cation is responsible for institutional 
manpower l;raining. Tire board is over- 
seeing some $3.2 million in manpower 
training programs including millions of 
dollars in valuable training equipment. 

My purpose in seeking clarification of 
section 3 is simply ibis; In Indiana 
and throughout the Nation we have a 
sizable investment of federally funded 
resources which were generated under 
MDTA and EOA. These resource.s are 
curently being used to provide manpower 
training services. I seek reassurance that 
it is the intent of the coaferees that these 
resources will be fully used, with no. fall- 
back from fiscal year 1974 training plans, 
up to July 1 1974. 1 further seek reassur- 
ance from the conferee.s that there will be 
no decrease in the manpower training 
effort during the time required for phras- 
ing into the new program under the Com- 
prehensive Employment and Training 
Act of 1974. 


COMMtrNITY -BASED GROUPS AND I.OC^L 
MANPOWER COUNCILS 

Mr. Pi'esident, in our haste to decen- 
tralize the manpower program bu 'eau- 
cracy, I felt it was imperative thsit we 
ensure a, continuing role for programs 
and groups which have already demon- 
strated their eflfectiveness, and insure 
that the poverty community had a real 
voice in program decisionmaking. 

I was, consequently, very gratified that 
we retained in the conference bill provi- 
sion to require that the Secretary termi- 
nate fimincial assistance to prime spon- 
sors, after full opportunity for a hearing, 
“failing to serve equitably the signilicant 
segments of the population” or “failing 
to give due consideration to funding pro- 
grams ol’ demonstrated effectiveness.” 

We were also able to agree on a defi- 
nition of “community-based organlza- 


ployed and underempiloyed in our Nation. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I previously 
v.Tote the distinguished senior Senator 
from New York, asking for his support 
and assistance in resolving the language- 
of the Comprehensive Manpower Act oC 
1973 in eonfe;i'ence so that a local gen- 
eral government such as Wilmington, 
with a population oi less than 100,000, 
may qualify as a prime sponsor for com- 
preiiensive manpiower programs. Senator 
J Aviis has been most gracious and help- 
ful in this regard. I thank him for his 
efforts. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mi'. President, I am 
piarticularly concerned with section 3 of 
the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act of 1973 as reported by the 
conference committee. This section deals 
with the transition from existing man- 
power programs under the Manpower 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 

n^^e repxirt was agreed to. / / /tB- - 


DEPARTMENT OP DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATION BILL— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr. MANSFIELp:'''Mr. President, 1 
submit a p«Kttt=el^fte:cqmmittee of con- 
ference, 'on H.R. 11575, ind ask for its 
Immedtaie c onside ration. 

The PRESIESjg OFFICER, irhe re- 
port will be stated by title. 

The legislative clearly read as follows: 
The committee of cohferenoe on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.B. 
11575) makliig appropriations for the De- 
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end- 
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Ing June 30, 1974, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses this report, 
signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the con- 
ference report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the Congres- 
sional Record of December 19, 1973, at 
pp. Hil676-H11677.) 

Mr. McClellan. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, December 18, the conferees on 
the Department of Defense appropriation 
bill for fiscal year 1974, after 7 hours of 
deliberation, reached agreement on the 
differences between the two Houses. 

The total amount agreed to was $73,- 
714,930,000. This is $3,535,793,000 under 
the budget. If transfers are excluded, 
the net reduction is $3,032,493,000 under 
the budget. 

This is the goal we sought earlier this 
year when the Defense Subcommittee 
set a tentative target figure for defense 
at $3 billion undep the budget. I believe 
that we have achieved this ceiling with- 
out harm to. either the ongoing opera- 
tions of the military services or detri- 
ment to future preparedness. 

The conference agreement figure is 
$386;379,000 under the House bill and 
$450,303,000 over the Senate bill, it is 
$1,669,643,000 imder the appropriation 
for fiscal year 1973. 

The conference was completely free 
with every difference carefully consid- 
ered and some Issues vigorously con- 
tested. Since there are hundreds of in- 
dividual item^ involved, I believe the 
conferees on the part of the House and 
of the Senate acted with proper expedi- 
tion and good judgment. 

The following are some of the major 
items which were agreed to in confer- 
ence: 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE SERVICE FUNDED SUPPORT 
TO LAOS AND SOUTH VIETNAM 

The House bill Included $1,008,500,000 
while the Senate bill provided $650,000,- 
000. 'The conferees agreed on a figure of 
$900,000,000 for military support to the 
two countries. Under the provisions of 
the continuing resolution there have 
been obligations of $470 million through 
December 14. If the Senate figure of $650 
million were provided, the assistance 
would have terminated prior to the end 
of February 1974, assuming obligation of 
funds at the same rate as has occurred 
since the beginning of the fiscal year. 


The conference agreement of $900 mil- 
lion will result in some reduction of as- 
sistance to Laos and Vietnam during the 
remainder of the fiscal year yet permit 
the program to continue. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

The conferees agreed to the Senate 
reduction of $10.5 million in the A-4M 
Skyhawk aircraft program which buys 
20 aircraft Instead of the 24 funded in 
the House bill. The conference agreed 
to a Senate reduction of $11 million in 
the A-6E Intruder aircraft program, 
which reduces the fiscal year 1974 buy 
from 15 to 13 aircraft. The conference 
agreed to the Senate reduction of $22 
million in the A-7E Corsair II aircraft 
program, reducing the number of air- 
craft to be procured from 42 to 30. The 
conferees also agreed to provide the full 
amount of the budget request, $401,400,- 
000, to procure 45 S-3A Viking aircraft. 
This is an increase of $66 railUon over 
the Senate allowance, which provided 
funds to purchase 36 aircraft. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

The Senate had restored the House 
reduction of $14.1 million for advance 
procurement of the Harpoon missile. The 
conference agreed to restore the funds 
to the “Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation, Navy” appropriation. The 
conferees agreed to the House denial of 
$12.4 million for the AGM-83A Bulldog 
missile. The House provided $26.6 mil- 
lion for the fleet satellite communica- 
tions system, while the Senate Included 
$44.1 million for the program. The con- 
ference agreed on $36.6 million for this 
communications system. 

SEA CONTROL SHIP 

The conference agreed to provide $29.3 
million in advance procurement funding 
for the sea control ship as proposed by 
the Senate. The House had provided no 
funds. The conferees further agreed 
that no funds are to be obligated for the 
program pending completion of a desig- 
nated study and until specific written 
approval has been granted by each Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

The conference agreed to provide $70.1 
million for the procurement of 24 A-7D 
Corsair H aircraft as proposed by the 
Senate and $151.6 million for 12 F-lllP 
aircraft as proposed by the House. The 
House provided $764 million for 68 F-15 
aircraft while the Senate Included $714 
million for 60 aircraft. The conference 
agreed to provide $736 million to procure 
62 F-15 aircraft. The conference agreed 
to provide $7.6 million for the E-3A air- 


borne warning and control system air- 
craft program. The House had provided 
no funds while the Senate had included 
$11.7 million. The conference agreed to 
provide $32.3 million for a fourth E-4A 
advanced airborne national command 
post aircraft as proposed by the Senate. 
The House had Included no funds. The 
conferees agreed that no further 747 
aircraft are to be included in budget re- 
quests for the program until the com- 
mand-control-communications electron- 
ics package has been completely devel- 
oped and thoroughly tested. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION 

The conferees agreed to delete the 
$26.2 million requested for the submarine 
launched ballistic missile phased array 
radar program. 

The conference also agreed to provide 
$110 million for the site defense pro- 
gram. The House had provided no funds, 
while the Senate figure was $135 mil- 
lion. 

The conference restored $22.6 million, 
which the Senate had deleted, for the 
SAM-D missile program, thus providing 
the full amount of the budget request of 
$193.8 million. 

The House provided no fimds for Proj- 
ect Sanguine, whereas the Senate bill 
included the lull budget request of $16.6 
million. The conference agreement pro- 
vides $8.3 million with a statutory pro- 
vision that one of the funds shall be 
used lor full-scale development. 

The House bill did not include funds 
lor the advanced medium short take off 
and landing trahsport aircraft. The Sen- 
ate provided the lull budget request of 
$65.2 million. The conference agreement 
provides $25 million. 

The Senate deleted $10 million from 
the A-10 close air support aircraft pro- 
gram. The conference agreement re- 
stored the $10 million and provides the 
lull authorization of $107.4 million. 

The Senate bill Included a general 
provision limiting the supply of petro- 
leum products to Southeast Asia. The 
conference amended the language to 
read: , 

None of the funds contained In this Act 
shall he usd to furnish petroleum fuels pro- 
duced In the Continental United States to 
Southeast Asia for use by non-United States 
nationals. 

I ask unanimous consent that a tabula- 
tion summarizing the action of the 
House, Senate, and conference be printed 
in the Record. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATION, 1974, BILL (H.R. 11575) 


Appropriations (by functional title) 


TITLE l-MIUTARY PERSONNEL 

M.litafy personnel, Army 

Military personnel, Navy 

Military personnel, Marine Corps — 

Military personnel, Air Force 

Reserve personnel, Army 

Reserve personnel, Navy..^ 

.Reserve personnel, Marine Corps 

Reserve personnel, Air Force .• 

National Guard personnel. Army 

National Guard personnel, Air Force - 


' Revised fiscal 

year 1974 Conference 

budget request House allowance Senate allowance agreement 


7, 211,400, 000 

5.355.600.000 

1. 555. 800. 000 

6. 932. 500. 000 

463. 700. 000 

212 . 100.000 
67. 500, 000 

139. 300.000 

587.100.000 
181, 500,000 


7.131. 437. 000 

5. 281.995.000 

1.549.452.000 

6. 886. 411.000 

452.408.000 

209.403.000 

61, 173, 000 

126.962.000 
555, 900, OOO 

177. 500. 000 


7, 098, 050, 000 

5. 271.350.000 
1, 547, 000, 000 

6. 863. 350. 000 

452.408.000 

209. 403. 000 
61,173, 000 

126. 962. 000 

555. 900. 000 

177. 500.000 


7. 109. 950. 000 

5. 271. 350. 000 
1, 547, 000, 000 

6. 863. 350. 000 
452, 408, 000 

209. 403. 000 
61,173,000 

126. 962. 000 

555. 900. 000 
177, 500, 000 


. Conference compared witfi- - 


Budget 

estimate 

House allowance 

Senate allowance 

-101,450,000 
-84, 250, 000 
-8, 800, 000 
-69, 150, 000 
-11,292,100 . 

-21, 487, 000 
-10,645, 000 
-2, 452, 000 
-23, 061,000 

+11, 900,000 

-2,697,000 . 
-6, 327, 000 . 
-12, 338, 000 . 


s 

-31,200, 000 . 
-4, 000, OOX 


-- 


Total, title I -Military personnel. 


22, 706, 500, 000 22. 432, 641, 000 22. 363, 096, 000 22. 374, 996, 000^-331. 504, 000 -57, 645, 000 f 11. 900, 009 
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DEPARTMEHT OF DEFENSE, APPROPRIATION 1974, BILL (H.R. 1157r))'-Continued 


Appropnitions (by functional bt!e) 


TITLE II— RETIRED MILITARY PERSW4NEL 

Fietiredpay, deianse... i — 

TITU 111-OPERATlON AND MAIHTENANCU 

Operation and nalntenance. Army — 

(fperatleo wid nartstetance. Navy 

Operatron and pyilf^enance, Marine (^rps 

Operation and niaintenance, Air Force 

Operation and maintenance, Defense agencies.-. 

C^fl«ratien and niamtenarrce. Army Reserve 

Operation and rnaintenance, Navy Itoserve - 

C'peratwn and majntenanCT, Marino Corps Reserve. 

Operatiw end niaiateoance, Air Ferae Reserve. 

Cfperatiorfand maintenance. Army National Guard 

Crperaftion and riaiotenance, Air National Guard 

National Board for the promotion of Ride Practice. 

Claims, Oefenst 

Cttdrngencles, Defense 

Court of Military Appeals.. — 

Total, tr:le III— Operation and maintenance 

TITLE IV-PKOCUREMENT 

Aircraft procureaient, Army 

Transfer f Ami other accounts . -- 

Missile procurement, Army 

Transfer fnmi other accounls 

Procurement of weapons and tracked combat vehicles. Army. 

Procurement of anrmunition, Afmy 

Transfer fnmi other accouMs. 

Other procureffiird, Army i 

Transfer from other accounts — 

Aircraft procurement, Navy 

Transfer fr‘)m other accounts 

Weapons procurement. Navy 

Jihipbuitrffng anrfconver^on. Navy — 

Other procurement Navy._ 

Transfer frim other aa»unts 

Procurement, IVanne Corps 

Transfer fram other accounts... 

Aircraft procuremant, Air Force. . . — 

Transfer from other accounts — 

Missile procurement. Air Force.. — 

Transfer frara other accounts. ..1 

Other pfdcurerrent. Air Force.. 

Transfer from other accounti. 

Procurement, Defense agencies 

Transfer from other accounts 


Revised fiscat 
year 1974 

budget request House allows Senate allowance 


Coid^eim compared wift— 


4, 705, 900, OOO 4, 681. 900. fiOO 4. 681. 900, 000 


6. 401. 700. 000 

6.156. 700.000 

417. 000. 000 

6.717.100.000 
1, 478, 400, OOO 

260. 400.000 

175. 400.000 
11.400,000 

227. 600. 000 

540. 000. 000 
524, 500 000 


B. 133,747,000 
B, 023, 200. flOO 
4U. 645, OOO 
li. 532, 100, (100 
;i. 650, 408, (100 

255. 000, (100 

172. 000, (100 

11,000,000 

223. 000, 000 

524. 000. 1,00 

518. 000, m 


6,153, 
6, 013, 
410, 
6, 458. 
1,456, 
2M, 
170, 
11 , 
222 . 
523, 
510, 


747. 000 

6^,000 

645. 000 

241. 000 

198. 000 

900. 000 

750. 000 

000, 000 

800. 000 

839. 000 

500. 000 


Conference 

agreement 

Budget 

estiinate 

House allowance 

Senate allowance 

4,681,900. 000 

-24. OOf.OOO 



6. 214, 697, 0(ffl 

6. 004, 950, Wm 
410,645, OOO 

6, 504, 294, 000 
1,454,898,000 

253. 900. 000 
170, 750, 000 

11.000,000 
221, 900, OOO 
524. 400. OOO 

514. 250. 000 

-187, 003,000 
-151.75C;000 
-6, 355,000 
-212, sot, 000 
-23, 502,000 
-6, 58(’, 000 
-4, 65( , 000 
-400, OOO 
-5. ?O(',OO0 
-15, 60(1, OOQ 
-10, 250, 000 

+80, 95ri, 000 
-18, SD, 000 
-1,000,000 
-27, 806, 000 
-195,510,000 
— 1. MO. 000 

+60, 950, 000 
-8,733.000 

+^, 053, 000 
-1, 3;00, 000 

-1. 250, 000 


-1, 100. 000 
+400, 000 
•-3, 750,000 

-900, 000 
+561, 000 
+3, 750. 000 


49 ifin nnn 

49, 100, 000 

49. 100, 000 

5, OM. 000 

m, 000 

49, 100, 000 - 



5 . 666 666 

5,000,000 . 


+5, 000, 000 

864 noo 

864, WO 

864,000 . 



22,965,323,900 

22.504, 223, COO 

22, 240, 426, 000 22, 340, 807, 0000 

-624, 5111, 000 

-163, 416,000 +100, 381, OOQ 

181. 000. 000 

139, 400, 000 

138,400, 000 

138, 400. 000 

-42.600, 000 

-1,000,000 


569. 500,. 000 


238, 000. 000 
1,138, 900,000 


551, 900, 000 

■^'927,'56oi Oijo' 


933,400.000 
3, 754. 100, 0'S) 
1. 393, 800, eOO 


180, 000. GOO 
'2,'966.'806,000' 

1, ‘519,'66o,'66o’ 

2, oo4;966.'o6d~ 

"''■70;700'000’ 


(21, 400. OOO) 
«4, 600, TOO 
( 22 , 000 . ( 100 ) 
300, (IQO 
931, 300, 000 
(46, 100. (100) 
502, 290. (100 
(27, OOO.fiOO) 
:!, 785. 200. OOO 
<106,800.(100) 
790. 700, 300 

3. 453. 800, 300 
1, 261, 000, 300 

<45, MO. 300) 
173, 332, 300 
(5, 000, 000) 

2. 693. 800, OOO 
(54, 000. 000) 

1,371.500. 000 
(30. 000, 000) 
1,60$, 606, 300 
<30. 000, 300) 
66,000 OOO 


(21,400,000) 

525. 100. 000 
( 22 , 000 , 000 ) 
m, 300,000 

676. 100. 000 

(146. 100. 000) 

460.590.000 
(39, 500,000) 

2, 646. 70^000 

(106. 800. 000) 

834. 700. 000 
3. 468, 100, OOO 

1.202. 300.000 
(45, OCffl. 000) 

173.932.000 
(5,000, 000) 

2.470.900.000 
(54,000, 000) 

1. 395. 800. 000 
(30, 000, 000) 

1.589.300.000 
<30. 000, 000) 

66, 280, 000 


(+21, - . s..., 

525.100.000 - 44,400,000 +10. 50u. 000 . 

(22,000,000) (+22,00). 000) 

224.300.000 -13.7Qil.0OO 

784.300.000 -354.6W^00Q -147.900,000 

<146.100,000) (+146.10(1,000) (+100,000,000) 


40. 600, 000 
(+12.500,000). 
-62, 500, 000 


+10,000,000 
+14,100,000 . 
-56. 800, 000 


461, 690, 0(50' ’ -90, 210; 000" 

<39.500,000) (+39.50(1,000) 

2. te 700, 000 -204,8011,000 

(106,800,000) (+106, 80). OOO).. 

800.700,000 -132,703,000 

3.468.100.000 -286, 00). OOO 

1.204.200.000 ~189,60il.0(K) 

(45.000.000) (+45,0(^j.000)-, 

173-932,000 -6,063,000 

(5.000,000) (+5, 00), 000).. 

2.720.400.000 -186, 40), OOO 

(54,000,000. (+54,00), 000)-. 

3.393. 300.000 -126,30), 000 
(30,000,000) (+30,00), 000).. 

1 . 542, 700, 000 -462. 200, 000 

(30,000,000) (+30, 00+ 000).. 

<^6,000,000 - 4, 70), OOO 


+108, m, 000 
'“"+i,"i[66,'66o' 
"+76r()oa,'o5o* 


-34, 1300, 000 

'+i'M5,'Q00’ 


+26, 60(i, 000 +249, :500, 000 


+21,800,000 


2, :500.000 
-62,'90‘:3,’660'“'"-48,'i^,‘60O' 
-,^,'666' 


Total, title IV— Procurement 

Transfer from other accounts. 


18,370,100, 000 16,513,422 900 15,872,502,000 
(387,300 000) (499,800,000) 


TITLE V— ffESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION 


•6,225,822,000 -2, 144, 27), 000 -287, 600. (K)0 +353,320,000 

(499,800.000) (+499,803,000) (+112,500,000) 


Research, devedpment, test, and evaluation, Aimy. 

Trans^rfrom other awpunts 

Research, deve opment, test, and evaluation. Navy — 

Research, deve opment, test, and evaluation. Air Force 

Research, deve opment, test, and evaluation. Defense agencies. 
Director of Tes”: and Evaluation, Defense... . 


2, 095, 200, 000 1. 866, 458 OOO 


2,709,100.000 2,616,065.300 

3, 192, 000,000 2, 998, 000. OOO 

479,940,000 461,400,000 

24,600,000 24,600,000 


1.915.908. 000 
(3, 500, 000) 

2. 647. 945. 000 
3, 057, 000, OOQ 

457, 900, 000 
24, 600, 000 


1.912. 100.000 
(3, 500, 000) 

2. 651.805.000 
a, 042. ODD, 000 

457, 900, OQO 
24. $00. 000 


-183,103.000 
(+3, 50). OOP) 
-57, 295,000 
-150,003, 000 
-21,503. 000 


+45, 642, 000 
(+3, 500. 000) 
+35, 740, 000 
+44, 000, 000 
-3. 600, 000 


-3, 808, 000 


+3, 860, 566 

-15, OOO, 000 


Total U :le V- -Research, (Uivalopment, 'test, and evaluation 8,500,300,000 7, 966,525,0(K3 8,103,353,000 8,088.405,000 —411,995,000 +121,882,000 —14,948,000 

transfer from other accounts.. » - — (3,500,000) (3,500,000) (+3,509,000) (+3,500.000) 


TITLE VI— SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM-. 2,600,000 2,600,000 2, 600,000 2,600, 000 


TITLE VH— GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Aciciitiorial lran?fer authority, sec. 735 (1, 000, 000, 000) (500, POO , 000) __ (750, 000,^0) .(625, MO. O OP). (-375,0( 0, 000) <+125.0(0. OCO) (-125, 000, 000) 

TITLE VIII-RLLATED AGENCY 


Defense Manpr wer Commission 


750,000 400,000 +400,000 |4CO,O0O *-350,000 


New obligation d authority 

Transfers rom other accounts. 

Total, funding available... 
Transfer authority 


77.250.723.000 74,101.309,000 73,264.627,000 /+ 71+ 930, OOO -3, 535. 793. 000 -386,379.000 +450,303,000 

(387,300 )00) (503, 300.000) <503, 300, OM) (+503; 3CD. 000) (+116. DuO.OOO) 

77.250.723.000 74,488.609 000 73,767,927,000 74. 2l«, 230, 000 -3,032,493.000- -270.3/‘3,000 '+456,' SOI 666 
(1,000,000,000) (500,000,000) (750,000,000) (625,000,000) (-375,060,000) (+125,6 l0,000) (^125,000,000) 


Mr. YC'UNG. Mr. President, this rep- 
resents ttie best possible compromise be- 
tween the defense appropriation bill 
passed bj' the S«jate and that of the 
House. Tliero was some hard bargah-iing 
and many compromises, but I beiieve 
tliat even when a cut as deep as $3.5 
billion below the budget is made for the 
Defense Department, it can live with it, 
and that the research, devclopraeiit and 
production of the very necessary :3ew, 
modern Vieapons can go forward, I ,jup- 
port the position taken by the distin- 
guished Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc- 
Ci.ellan) . ' 

Mr. JA.VITS. Mr. President, I thank 


the disting uislied Senators McClellan 
and Young foi' receding in the confer- 
ence to allow the full amount for re- 
search and development, in respect to 
the A-10 plane which is of great im- 
pc rtance both in a dcl’ense sense and !» 
the manufactui-er, Fairchild, in my State, 
as it relates tci employment, to remam 
in the coiiference rei ort as the House 
hi d it. 

Although the amount was relatively 
small, to ttie total aporoirrlation, about 
$100 million, that roughly 10 percent 
made a great difference according to tire 
analysis and the .submittal of the con- 
tract which I submitted to the conferess 


with the support of the local Congress- 
man from that particular area. 

It is most gratifying rhat though the 
amount is small they were willing to en- 
tertain consideration of t.he matter as an 
element in the negotlfi tlons with the 
House, 

Also I wish to thank tlie committee for 
an item which was not in conference but 
very iniportE.nt to tlie urea. I refer to 
keeping open the St. Alban’s Hospital in 
Queens which involves tons of thousands 
of veterans being servf d there, which 
w’as in danger of immediate closing. Now' 
W'e have a cliance to save it by getting 
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the VA to take it over, or in some other 
proper way. 

I wish again to express my apprecia- 
tion to the committee with respect to 
Fairchild and the A-10 program. I wish 
to name Representative Roncallo from 
that area who worked with me in the 
effort to get favorable consideration in 
the conference. 

Mr. McC?LELLAN. 1 thank the distin- 
guished Senator from New York for his 
comments. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous con§eht that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFIC^JR. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SiTlNNIS. Mr. President, I direct 
the attention of the Senator from Arkan- 
sas to page 18 of the printed conference 
report, near the bottom, the paragraph 
which reads: 

With respect to the fiscal year 1973 pro- 
curement of U-X utility aircraft by the 
Army and CX-X utility aircraft by the Air 
Force, the conferees agreed that the funds 
already appropriated, be held in abeyance 
until this program is rejustified to Congress. 

My question is, is it the understanding 
of the Senator from Arkansas, regarding 
the action by the conferees, that it does 
strike out the money and calls on the 
Department of Defense, if it sees lit to 
come back and prove its request, if it 
has one, for an authorization first, by 
the authorization committee? 

Mr. McClellan. Well, Mr. President, 
the money for that was appropriated in 
1973. They were prohibited from spend- 
ing it. This provides that until the pro- 
gram is rejustified, the Congress — I 
would assume that means the present au- 
thorization— I do not know how Congress 
can demonstra^ its justification except 
by authorization. I know of no other way 
to do it. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much. That is the answer I thought 
he would give me, even though we have 
not had a conference about this. 

Mr, McClellan. I do not know of any 
other way Congress can authorize spend- 
ing money except by legislation. 

Mr. STENNIS. It was suggested to me 
that a possible interpretation was it 
• could be rejustified b^ us merely by going 
before a committee or something of that 
kind, which I do not think is possible. 

Mr. McClellan. I would assume 
those interested in the program, when 
the military defense bill authorization is 
dp in the next session of Congress, If 
they were interested in renewing the pro- 
gram, would go before the Defense Au- 
thorization Committees and justify it, 
that it be included in a further authoriza- 
tion in the bill, so that the authorization 
would be restored. 

Mr. STENNIS, Either restored or re- 
jected. 

Mr. McClellan. Yes. If Congress felt 
It Justified, they would restore It, 


Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much and compliment him as well 
as the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
Young) for the extraordinary amount of 
fine work they have done, day and night, 
during this whole year. I know they 
started working on this bill last Decem- 
ber. I have observed some of it. I have 
not been making my contribution to it, 
but I know what they have done and the 
amazing amount of work they have done. 
We are all indebted to them— and so is 
the country. 

Mr. McClellan. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
that the very thorough and efficient work 
of the Armed Services Committee was a 
great aid to those of us on the Appropri- 
ations Committee, which made it much 
easier for us to determine many of these 
requests on their merits. We also have 
the benefit of the counsel of the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
Stennis) as we considered the appropri- 
ations. We were very fortunate in that. 
While he did not get to contribute as 
much and be present in the Appropri- 
ations Committee deliberations this year 
as much as he normally would, he was 
very valuable to us in the conference just 
ended, and we appreciate his contribu- 
tions there. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I also wish 
to thank the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi for his competence and for 
his real contribution in helping develop 
this bill. Although he was not able to be 
here much of the year, we did consult 
with, him often, and he was very helpful 
in the conference, especially on the more 
involved subjects. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is a privilege to work 
with the Senator from North Dakota and 
the Senator from Arkansas. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, December 20, 1973, he pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 1435. An act to reorganize the govern- 
mental structure of the District of Colum- 
bia, to provide a charter for local govern- 
ment in the District of Columbia subject 
to acceptance by a majority of the regis- 
tered qualified electors in the District of 
Columbia, to delegate certain legislative 
powers to the local government, to imple- 
ment certain recommendations of the Com- 
mission on the Organization of the Govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes: 

S. 1629. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter Into agreements 
■with non-Federal agencies for the replace- 
ment of the existing American Falls Dam, 
Minidoka project, Idaho, arid for other 
purposes: 

S. 1945. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, BO Eis to authorize certain grape- 
fruit marketing orders which provide for an 
assessment against handlers for the purpose 
of financing, a marketing promotion program 
to also provide for a credit against such 
assessment In the case of handlers who ex- 
pend directly for marketing promotion: and 

S. 2493. An act to authorize the disposal 
of silicon carbide from the national stock- 
pile and the supplemental stockpile. 


THE REPUBLICAN REPORT 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, it 
is customary for the Republican leader 
at the end of each session of Congress to 
submit to his colleagues a report on what 
has happened during the year. Today I 
submit such a report and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the Record 
at the conclusion of my brief remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent that this 
Republican report, entitled “Congress 
Rediscovers Itself” be printed as a Sen- 
ate document, and that the staff of the 
Minority Policy Committee be author- 
ized to make revisions in the tabulated 
midportion as of the time the Senate 
adjourns sine die. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Congress Rediscovers Itself 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. President, at the outset of this Report 
I must admit that my job has been made pos- 
sible only by virtue of the fine relationship 
I have enjoyed with the distinguished Ma- 
jority Leader, the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. Mansfield). Our friendship Is of long 
standing, and our close working relation- 
ship started the very first day I was elected 
Republican Leader. I owe him much, the 
Senate owes him much, the Nation owes him 
much, 

I wish also to commend the vigorous and 
balanced way the Majority Whip, my good 
friend from West Virginia (Mr. Robert C. 
Byrd), has handled the difficult assignment 
of keeping the Senate moving ahead on the 
Nation’s business. 

On my side of the aisle I am, of course, 
deeply Indebted to the untiring efforts of 
the Assistant Republican Leader, the fine 
and distinguished Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Griffin). His help has been enormous, 
his energy boundless and his sagacity great. 
The rest of the Republican leadership, the 
energetic and thoughtful Conference Secre- 
tary (Mr. Bennett) , and our distinguished 
Conference Chairman, the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. Cotton) , have likewise been 
of inestimable assistance. At this point I 
must Interject my own feeling of sorrow 
that Senator Bennett and Senator Cotton 
have determined not to seek reelection next 
year. Their strong voices of reason and their 
remarks, always sense-making, will be sorely 
missed In this chamber. Great thanks must 
also be given to the Chairman of the Re- 
publican Policy Committee (Mr. Tower) , for 
the capable and vigorous way he has directed 
the affairs of that committee and the con- 
tributions he has made to the orderly process 
of legislation. 

It has been an honor to serve my Republi- 
can colleagues as their floor leader. Their 
fine cooperation and their willingness to help 
on all occasions have made it possible for me 
to carry on my job. 

I 

The year 1973 brings to an end ten tumul- 
tuous years In American history. At least, we 
can hope it all moderates with 1973. To go on 
as we have been Is more than even our strong 
country ought to be asked to bear. 

The 1860’s and the 1940’s may have been 
bloodier — ^the 1890’s may have had more la- 
bor-management violence — 

But nothing quite matches the wild va- 
riety of shocks to which the American people 
have been subjected during the decade just 
past: assassinations of our leaders; head-on 
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confroit^llons and racial violence in the civil 
rights struggle; riotous upsurges ot student 
radloaltem Ivory towers toppling in the 
groves of rcademe; Increasing cost lii lilood 
and treasrire for an undeclared war 13,000 
miles away; resort to violent protest against 
that conflict; attempts to smash the orderly 
proceedings of major political parties nomi- 
nating presidential candidates; vast svdngs 
in public opinion, from overwhelming Domo- 
cratic victory In 1964 to the second-cl.jsest 
election In history In 1968 to overwhelming 
Bepubllcar. victory In 1972: pell-mell in- 
creases in public expenditures for social wel- 
fare programs, together with growing dis- 
illusionment as to the efficacy of such pro- 
grams; sudden and far-reaching changt.s In 
moral codta for famlllc.s, for public enter- 
tainment, for personal conduct: liuiuilant 
growth In personal spending habits for 
“youth” as well as adults; great revolullons 
In Ameriot.n foreign policy with respect to 
China and Russia: and finally the drop irom 
the 1972 heights of political popularity of the 
IVixon Administration as a result of recela- 
fcions and Investigations In 1973, 

How will history treat this time? Certainly 
there will be a more vivid record of It than 
was avallaole for any historians of earlier 
times. 

Perhaps our instant, mlnute-by-mliiute 
media tecliulques of reporting everything 
virtually as it happens have helped m.ake this 
decade seem so. wild, undisciplined, even 
mindless. 

Every crime, every act of violence, every 
tragic accident, every confrontation of any 
magnitude throughout the United States (in 
Itself more lllce an entire continent than a 
mere country), and the entire world, cemes 
simashing Into om living rooms each ever Ing, 
mouses us in the mca-nlng. accompanies vs in 
our work stil day. 

With It comes a demand for Inslant solu- 
tion, Immediate reparation, or at the very 
least, total public Investigation. 

This cesseless dramntiaatlon of Inrnan 
travail becomes the Inspiration for page efter 
page of proposed legislation In the Congres- 
sional Record. 

It leads to the feeling that everything Is 
collapsmg all around us. We forget that solid 
foundation i of clvmty, human kindness and 
community assistance still exist. We Ignore 
the thickets of laws and ordinances so long' 
grown to protect family and friend from 
these terrllkle blasts of human irrationality. 

The one place this should not be forjot- 
ten — at least one would so think — Is Wash- 
ington, D.C, And yet I sometimes feel the 
clramatizafc.on of humanity’s predicaments 
lias become: so concentrated in this District 
of Columbia enclave as to cause Congress to 
twitch and jesrk In never-ending response. We 
In Congresii were elected not just to rellect 
a.nd represent: we were elected to distinguish 
between fool’s gold and the real thing, to 
filter the bsst thoughts, the most honorable 
wishes, the finest hopes from the great wash 
of human utterance and outery of 210 mil- 
lion people - 

Instead, the reverse stems to be true. Bci- 
yond the Potomac there is not the same pp;- 
cccupatlon with politics and governmant. 
7’hat is pel haps to be expected. For beyond 
the Potomac there is also a calmer, more re- 
strained, more objective attitude toward the 
Washlngtoxi dramas of personality and power, 
n 

We live in an age that is hard cheese on 
tradition and precedent Lpst year the £«u- 
s.te in Its majesty east 632 record vetes, 
thereby breaking a 184 year-old mark. 

Unfortunately tor this new record, the Sen- 
ate this yee* has voted on so many subjects, 
and at auelr a furious pace as to run far be- 
yond 1972. la fact, it could well come close 
to the 000 mark, which to us, may be consid- 
ered as something like the magic 1,000 Dow- 
Jones market average. This means that If the 


Senate should lapse Into somholence next 
year — or exert a bit more discipline — mid 
produce a mere 450 votes (which would of it- 
seif been a record only a few years ago) it 
will nevertheless set an all-time record vote 
toral for a, two-year Congress, breaking a 
m;u-k that stood In solitary “splendor” for 
90 years. 

What then did the Senate vote on, and why 
so often? 

The entanglement of education, health and 
welfare programs., of foreign policies and mil- 
itary preparedness, of environment, energy, 
agrlciilture, and election campaign reform all 
stimulated the legislative glands. To this 
niivst be added a unique lelatlcm In our pollt- 
icf-.l history: the Majority Party in Congress 
has faced a President oC the opposite Party 
since 1969. 

-’erhaps we should start with this political 
factor. When the 1st Se.snion of the 93d Co,n- 
grtiss began in January, 1973, Senate Demo- 
ernts had an explanation for the contradic- 
tions of the 1972 election: they announced 
thiit the continuation of the Democrats as 
m:.)ority party in House and Senate, alon.g- 
slde the overwhelming victory of Republican 
President Nixon, proved the American people 
did not want “one-party” government. 

I’erhaps they are right; perhaps not; we 
may never return to those bad old days 
bel.ween 1933 and 1953, and again between 
1961 and 1969, .when the Nation groaned 
under “one-partj” Demoi:rat government. 

In any event, the clash, between Executive 
anil , the Congressional htajorlty has been a 
grtat constant In the 1st; session rf the Plid 
Congress. It liegan, and it will end, with the 
gu :. issue of Executive Budget versus Legisla- 
tive Appropriations. But in addition to the 
President’s efforts to curtail Inflationary 
spending, this historic coafflct has flared over 
sui-.h matters as “executive privilege” versus 
the- Investigatory powers of Congress; the 
po'ver to appoint versus the power to con- 
firm; the “war powers” of President and 
Congress. 

ni 

Disagreement between Pre.sldent and Con- 
gre.ss over dimension and content of the 
budget is an annual affair. Indeed, it would 
be cause for real alarm it Congress supinely 
accepted the budget as t.rundled down from 
the Executive Office. 

The debate was sharper and more dis- 
agreeable In 1973 because of Inflation. What 
President Nixon-proposed this year Is closely 
related to what Senate and House failed to 
do last year, and the year before; set limits 
on Federal spending and root out pregranis 
which either were dupllcatory, or no longer 
JustiSable. 

Some of tlie proposed program termina- 
tions or revisions had been advocated earlier 
by President Nixon, and President Johnson 
as well. Congress’ response has heretofore 
been to refuse to Impose an overall budget 
limit, and to shy away from hard decisions 
on terminating programs, In October, 1972, 
the task of curbing spending tp check Infla- 
tion was, In effect, thrown to the President 
by House and Senate. His, response In Janu- 
ary, 1973, was to propose that the FY 1974 
Budget level be held at $268 billion. To make 
sure this waei. a ceiling and not a take-off 
pad, he ordered the withholding of funds 
and/or pha.iil,ag iDut of programs sufficient 
to 3ut current spending by about $9 billion. 

The President Justifled this anti-spendlng, 
anl i-inflationary progratn in broad terms. He 
argued that he had to execute all laws faith- 
fully; that he was bouhd as much by laws 
aimed at fighting Inflation, requiring the 
public debt limit not be exceeded, or deter- 
mining the envl’ionmental impact of pro- 
grams, as he might be by specific isrogram 
aut horlzations and appropriations. 

And he could point to “Impounding” or 
"reserving” of funds appropriated by Con- 
gre.ss by President s from Jefferson to Lyndon 
Johnson. 


As far as cm be determined, most such 
actions by previous Presidents were not chal- 
lenged In corrt. Some of the more recent 
refusals to iqiend, Involved considerable 
moneys for 3{>eciflc defense programs. Per- 
haps it would only be fair to point out that 
one would hajtlly expect the Department of 
Defense to attempt to liiigate the matter 
as against the Commander In Chief. 

This time the situation was different. Not 
only was Congress’ authority challenged, but 
large numberii of private groups, of city, 
county and State agencies, were cut off from 
funds for which Acts of Congress ha;® made 
them eligible. Thus when the legal battles 
began, the caft of litigants and the law In 
question differed In each, case. ■ President 
Nixon was not the defendant; rather It wa.s 
the particular Federal oftoial obligated to 
administer the particular law under which 
funds were dfiitrlhuted. And that particular 
law — not a farced constitutional theor;v — was 
the determinant as to whether funds were 
properly withheld or not. in almost an such 
litigation, the courts have held the fundsi 
were withheld Improperly, ibat Congress had 
made clear why and how such funds were 
to be obligated and allocated, and had left 
no discretion to President or Federal official 
charged with Esdralnlsterlng the law. 

It might then be argued that the Executive 
has. lost the “Impoundment " or “reservation” 
ol funds battle; that the powers of Congi'ess 
have been refiB-blshed and clarified. 

On the other hand, early ihls year Congress, 
enacted legislation placing a. celling on the 
FY 1974 Budgst of $268 billion- -sometliing 
It refund to do last year. Even more Impor- 
tant. because more far-reaching, committees 
in House and £>enate, after lengthy hearings, 
have repoi-ted out separate bills to Improve 
procedures by which Congress first considers 
the entire budget and only thereafter ' au- 
thorizes and appropriates. 

The whole (jueatlon of reserving appro- 
priated funds or curtailing programis has 
proven more complicated than either Execu- 
tive or Congn«s realized when battle was 
joined last January. One measure of this Is 
that although numerous .so-called anti-im- 
poundment bfffe were properaed, and differing 
versions of onr bill were jiassed by (Senate 
and House, final consideration of this ques- 
tion has been postponed imtil next year. 
These reforms sire long past due. 

Finally, we move back to Square-One: the 
fight against Inflation fed by Federal spend- 
ing. For this has also been the primary jus- 
tification offertid by President Nixon Immost 
of his vetoes of legislation enacted by Con- 
gress this year and last. .And .despite the 
solid Democratic majorities In Congress, all 
but the last ol his nine vetoes — that of the 
War Powers A:t — were sustained elthier by 
House or Senate. Insofar a-s the taxpayer is 
concerned, the veto Is the last handle avail- 
able to turn o:I the monej faucet, whether 
It be a reckless flow or a ceaseless drip. 

The sustaining of Pre.slcsential vetces oh 
money matters Is a tribute to the cohesive- 
ness of Senate and House Republicans, and 
their allle.s in the all-important battle to 
save the taxjiayers’ purse. 

THE I’OWEKS OP CCWGBESS 

Congress, because It Is such a living re- 
flection of America, with all our strengths 
and weaknesses!, seems to ba subject to con- 
tinuous disparagement. Cur home-igrown 
critics overlook what foreign observersi con- 
sider most remurk^o; that It is still a high- 
ly viable lawmfiking body. 1 here are few leg- 
islatures or parliaments In the free world 
that can still Initiate laws, as well as amend 
or refuse laws suggested by the executive. 

A few years ago — ^particularly during those 
long dark expensive nlghte of “one-piarty” 
government when Democrats controlled both 
Congress and the Presidency— Congress was 
contlnuaully lectured by Its critics to give 
the Executive the ptowera he needed. The 
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